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Figure 1 Michelangelo, detail of Sistine Chapel fresco in Rome, c.1508-­­1512 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A MULTIDIMENSIONAL PERSPECTIVE ON INNOVATION 
 
THESIS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Many of history’s most renowned geniuses –intellectual and artistic giants 
such as Albert Einstein, Michelangelo, Nikola Tesla and Leonardo da Vinci – 
were physically ambidextrous (or equally proficient with their right and left hands) 
Morcan (2014)i 
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PREFACE 
 
 
A good example of a genius, contemporary of Michelangelo, who managed to explore the limits, optimizing  
the right and left handed functions of the brain was Leonardo Da Vinci (1452--­1519). I admire and enjoy both    
his intellect, his endeavor to explore, test and make use of his creativity and artistic skills. Although creativity   
is a key ingredient of this thesis, it is comprised as an independent scientific research report as the final part of 
the Master’s degree of the Faculty of Management Sciences of the Open University in the Netherlands. During 
autumn 2014, I had my first encounter with the Organizational Development from a Multidimensional 
Perspective (OD--‐MP) thesis group. The underlying idea of this OD--­MP group is that studying a concept from 
multidimensional perspectives enables a more thorough understanding. This idea provides a wide, valuable 
angle to me. 
 
The approach of inviting different perspectives, I generally try to practice during my work as a manager. I find 
it valuable to have information, an overview of a system, highlighting the most important drivers and  
dynamics important for managing and directing (multipersonal perspective). My interest is through interaction 
to build a trustful relationship, which in turn provides me information about values, beliefs of persons and the 
context I work in: cultural aspects within the organization where I apply my leadership skills (interpersonal 
perspective). With a never--­ending curiosity I experience and learn intrinsically and integrate the tacit 
knowledge I find on the go (intrapersonal perspective). The knowledge field of ambidexterity hit me during my 
work as an interim manager at a city library in 2014. As a people manager, I tried to engage employees in the 
changing processes and improve their quality of performance. The city library was in transition and both an 
innovative strategy and engagement of the entire organization was needed at that time to guarantee short-­­ 
term survival as well as long--­term existence. The organization’s fear of disappearing from (local) society was 
encountered by enhancing both exploratory and exploitative innovation processes, driven by shared  
leadership in the top management team based on (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 128). One of the reasons to join 
this OD--­MP group was that it gave me the opportunity to study the systems constellation methodology. Over 
the last ten years I have experienced more than fifty constellations. After three personal leadership courses 
where observing (in the audience) and engaging (as stand--­in within constellations) revealed much valuable 
information about my contextual heritage, I decided to start with a six--­month systems constellation course to 
become a systems constellation process facilitator. Unfortunately, I had to stop because of lack of trust in the 
course leader. In this way, I personally experienced that trust is crucial for information to be revealed. I 
experienced the chessboard employed for the figure systems constellation as a great way to visualize the 
dynamics between the key elements revealing information about the interaction of the ambidexterity  
concept. 
 
During my studies at the Open University in the Netherlands, I have encountered many challenges as a 
practitioner with a Bachelor’s degree in Commercial Economics obtained at the Hogeschool van Amsterdam, 
without much academic knowledge. Especially, I learned testing my assumptions by limiting the problem 
definition, connecting to existing theories and testing these theories by operationalization in my own practice. 
In every stage of the learning process, I learned to use the right and left hand side of my brain alternately.   
What a challenging experience; and remarkable as what it has brought me! I want to thank my teacher Wim 
Jurg immensely for his never--­ending support, his advice, his positively critical questions and our lively Skype 
conservations. Also I thank all the other teachers of the Open University who were driven and knowledgeable 
within the management of science theme, and my colleague students Marinus van Petegem and Erik Rosema 
for their contributions. Marije Bent and Marijke Bosscher, for their feedback and ongoing assistance supported 
by our ‘OD--­MP thesis group’ app. I thank my other colleagues from the ‘OD--­MP’ thesis group and also of 
different networks for their interest. My colleague Nick Lakenman especially for his empowerment and André 
Mikkers for encouraging me over the years. Hanneke Bruggeman, director of the library Assen, for challenging 
me and Wibowo Rimbawan for his peptalks. Also I thank my father Jan for his inspiration and my mother 
Everdina Bosman for boosting my creativity and believing in me. My two sons Yan and Luc for their patience, 
my sister Lydia for her critical view and Hans for his support. My friends for reminding me to use both my right 
and left hand and not just to work at my apple friendly laptop, over the last four years. Enjoy reading! 
 
Marina Bosman 
 
Zwolle, September 28, 2015. 
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SUMMARY 
 
 
These days organizations should engage both in exploratory and exploitative innovation, often referred to as 
organizational ambidexterity, resulting in higher levels of performance (He & Wong, 2004; Lubatkin et al.,  
2006; Sirén Kohtamäki, and Kuckertz, 2012; Uotila et al., 2009). Exploratory innovation is associated with 
opportunity--­seeking activities of firms and refers to the extent to which they depart from existing knowledge 
to develop radical changes aimed at emerging markets (Mihalache et al, 2014). Exploitative innovation deals 
with advantage--­seeking organizational activities, referring to the degree in which these firms pursue 
incremental innovations that address the demands of existing customers and markets (Mihalache et al, 2014). 
They posit that top management team (TMT) shared leadership enhances ambidexterity by improving the 
organization’s ability to resolve conflicts and to process information and strategic alternatives together. 
 
The extent to which firms are able to combine exploratory and exploitative innovation, depends, to a large 
extent, on the ability of a TMT to orchestrate the complex trade--­offs that ambidexterity requires (O’Reilly and 
Tushman, 2008). Firms attempting to hold these kinds of paradoxical strategic intents, face great challenges 
(Smith and Lewis, 2011). Future research is needed to clarify how TMTs resolve these challenges (Cao, Simsek 
& Zhang, 2010) and under what conditions their antecedents may lead to organizational ambidexterity (Raisch 
and Birkinshaw, 2008). While previous studies have shown the influence of the external environment in  
relation to shared leadership in firms (Jansen et al. 2009b), the TMT role remains less well explored (Mihalache 
et al, 2014). 
 
A literature review reveals that the questionnaire by Mihalache, et al. (2014) is the latest instrument to 
measure if, when and how TMT shared leadership can enhance organizational ambidexterity, based on its 
conceptualizations, conceptual model and sample size. Their questionnaire covered 202 respondents of 
private Dutch firms with more than 25 employees in all sorts of fields such as food & forestry, manufacturing, 
transportation, professional services and construction. 
 
This thesis transferred the study of Mihalache, et al. (2014) to a public library context. Their claim that ‘TMT 
shared leadership is an important enabler of organizational ambidexterity’ was investigated in a Dutch public 
library context from a multidimensional perspective, based on Bradbury & Lichtenstein (2000): a  
multipersonal, an interpersonal and an intrapersonal perspective. Mihalache et al. (2014) questionnaire was 
used in the multipersonal perspective as it produced a relatively generalized model of relational action by 
avoiding subjective researcher bias (Bradbury & Lichtenstein, 2000). Also a semi--­structured interview was 
employed, to cover the interpersonal perspective that discloses the information of the key TMT library member 
(director) based on the interaction with the investigator being a TMT member herself. A semi--­structured 
interview is well suited to the exploration of attitudes, values, beliefs and motives (Bucic, et al., 2010). The 
intrapersonal perspective was integrated to identify the mental model of the investigator as a team member, 
complementing the other findings (Bravette, 1997). The intrapersonal perspective was dealt with by a systems 
constellation. A systems constellation is generally applied by stand--­ins representing the key elements in a 
client’s problem, showing a client’s tacitly experienced relationships between these elements (Jurg, et al., 
2008), but in this investigation constellation figures were employed representing the key concepts in the 
conceptual model in line with Polt and Rimser (2013), rather than people. 
 
Investigating the TMT perceptions in this thesis fits as the situation concerns real--­life problems (De Groot, 
1966). For investigating a real--­life phenomenon in its context, a case study is a suitable research strategy (Yin, 
2014). This investigation covers a revelatory single case study: a real--­world situation that social scientists had 
not been able to study in the past (Yin, 2014). At the start of this investigation, this library was preparing for a 
strategic innovation policy as well as strategic partnerships with two cultural partners ‘Theatre’ and ‘Cinema.’ 
They both neighbored in the centre ‘De Nieuwe Kolk’, which is a public place situated in the cultural heart of 
the town center Assen. In line with Mihalache et al., the library has more than 25 employees (26 Fte). The 
seven TMT respondents of this case study formed the top management team of the library, consisting of four 
management team members (including the director, also a board member) and three team leaders. 
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The main question of this thesis is: 
Does TMT shared leadership positively affect library Assen’s ambidexterity? 
 
This main question includes five sub questions: 
1. Is the public library Assen ambidextrous? 
2. Does TMT shared leadership positively affect library Assen’s ambidexterity, based on the ambidexterity 
questionnaire? 
3. Does TMT shared leadership positively affect its ambidexterity, based on a semi--‐structured in--‐depth interview? 
4. Does TMT shared leadership positively affect its ambidexterity, based on a systems constellation? 
5. How do these findings compare to Mihalache et al. (2014)? 
 
This investigation concludes that the public library Assen was ambidextrous and TMT shared leadership 
positively affected organizational ambidexterity of public library Assen. This conclusion is based on a 
multidimensional perspective: a multipersonal, an interpersonal and an intrapersonal perspective, more 
specifically a questionnaire, a semi--­structured in--­depth interview and a systems constellation. These findings 
share the outcome of Mihalache et al. (2014) that TMT shared leadership positively affects organizational 
ambidexterity. 
 
Theoretically, this investigation implies that the claim of Mihalache et al. (2014) ‘TMT shared leadership    
affects organizational ambidexterity’ in the private sector, might be transferred to the public library sector. 
However, this implication should be seen as preliminary as the investigated case organizations’ respondents 
only consisted of seven TMT library members. Future research, including vertical levels of the TMT and 
including more constructs (Mihalache et al., 2014) from a multidimensional perspective, is recommended as 
this could reveal if and how shared leadership affects organizational ambidexterity, resulting in higher levels of 
performance. 
 
Practically, it implies that a replication of this investigation of the other fourteen libraries participating in 
Bredebieb on organizational ambidexterity is valuable. Through active agenda setting of TMT’s (Birkinshaw, 
Hamel, & Mol, 2008, p. 833) these organizations might frame and face their role of shared leadership in 
enhancing their libraries’ organizational ambidexterity. Library Assen is part of the steering group of the 
Bredebieb organization where pilots are held, with projects such as ‘E--­books’ and ’21st Century skills’, and is 
therefore an important influencer amongst libraries. A next step could be investigating the total fifty--­seven 
Dutch library centers (Leesmonitor (2015) to overcome the transitional problems they are facing. So for higher 
level of innovation performance, library TMTs should focus on shared leadership boosting their organizational 
ambidexterity. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
This Master thesis covers the knowledge field ‘Organizational ambidexterity’ employing multidimensional 
perspectives. It is part of the theme ‘Organizational Development from a Multidimensional Perspective’ (OD--­MP), 
a student research group at the Department Organization within the Faculty of Management, Science & 
Technology of the Open University in the Netherlands. This thesis covers a multidimensional perspective on the 
‘innovation’ knowledge domain by investigating shared leadership within a top management team (TMT) setting 
enhancing organizational ambidexterity. This chapter introduces the knowledge domain ‘Organizational 
ambidexterity’ (1.1 Knowledge domain ‘Organizational Ambidexterity), the thesis relevance (1.2 Relevance), the 
thesis problem (1.3 Thesis problem) and closes with an overview (1.4 Overview). Next, chapter (2. Literature 
review) covers the literature study on the organizational ambidexterity knowledge domain. Chapter 3. 
Methodology presents the methodology, chapter 4. Findings includes the findings and chapter 5 evaluates the 
findings of this investigation. 
 
1.1 KNOWLEDGE  DOMAIN  ‘ORGANIZATIONAL  AMBIDEXTERITY’ 
 
 
Whereas Duncan (1976) was the first to use the term organizational ambidexterity, it is March’s (1991) landmark 
article that has frequently been cited as the catalyst for the current interest in this concept (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 
2008, p. 376). March argues that exploitation and exploration are two fundamentally different learning activities 
between which firms have to divide their attention and resources to be successful. Exploratory innovation is 
associated with opportunity--­seeking activities of firms and refers to the extent to which organizations depart  
from existing knowledge and develop radical innovations aimed at emerging customers or markets (Mihalache et 
al, 2014, p. 135). Exploitative innovation is associated with advantage--­seeking activities of firms and refers to the 
extent to which organizations pursue incremental innovations that address the demands of existing customers 
and markets (p. 135). 
 
Research on strategic entrepreneurship and organizational ambidexterity has shown that firms need to both 
explore and exploit in order to survive in the long term (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 128). However, exploitative and 
exploratory innovation require fundamentally different organizational structures, strategies, and contexts. Thus, 
firms face paradoxical tensions between these two types of entrepreneurial processes (Ireland and Webb, 2007; 
March, 1991). Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 128) claim that TMT shared leadership enhances organizational 
ambidexterity and how and when this is done: engaging in both exploratory and exploitative innovation. TMT 
shared leadership refers to the degree to which top management team (TMT) members jointly engage in decision 
making, motivating, and encouraging group maintenance and culture. Drawing on emergent research in 
leadership theory, Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 141) argue that the main effect on organizational ambidexterity 
comes from shared leadership. In Figure 2 the main claim of TMT shared leadership affecting organizational 
ambidexterity is presented. 
 
 
 
TMT shared leadership 
 Organizational   ambidexterity 
(exploratory innovation & exploitative innovation)  
 
 
Figure 2 Conceptual model of this investigation 
 
Figure 2 presents a ‘framework for understanding organizational ambidexterity research’ based on Raisch & 
Birkinshaw (2008, p. 398). 
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Environmental Factors (4) 
• Environmental   dynamism 
• Competitive  dynamics 
  
Organizational Antecedents (1) 
 
• Structure 
• Context 
• Leadership 
Organizational Ambidexterity (2) 
 
• Organizational   learning 
• Technological   innovation 
• Organizational   adaptation 
• Strategic  management 
• Organizational design 
Performance Outcomes (3) 
 
• Accounting 
• Market 
• Growth. 
 
 
 
Other Moderators (5) 
 
• Market orientation 
• Resource endowment 
• Firm scope 
 
 
 
Figure 3 Framework based on Raisch & Birkinshaw (2008, p. 298) 
 
Figure 3 shows organizational antecedents (1) influencing organizational ambidexterity, in turn affecting 
performance outcomes. This is in line of earlier studies on organizational ambidexterity resulting in higher levels 
of performance (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 128). This is referred to as the internal context. The environmental 
factors (4) and other moderators (5), such as firm scope have impact on this internal process. It shows that 
leadership is part of the organizational antecedents, influencing the organizational ambidexterity and 
performance of the institution. 
 
 
1.2 RELEVANCE 
 
 
Theoretical relevance denotes the importance of a study for a particular knowledge field while practical relevance 
refers to the usefulness of the information for the expected solution of a problem (Baarda & Goede, 2006, p. 25). 
 
Hiemstra et al. (2014, p. 1) underline the public sector to use technological innovation, social innovation and 
organizational innovation. These together create innovation in for instance care organizations, universities or the 
cultural sector within the public sector. An example of a more specific gap spotted by Jantz (2014, p. 23), is that 
library leaders should acknowledge the paradox of an innovative strategy, articulate its relevance, and  
promulgate a vision throughout the organization that will enable the creation of new services for the 21st century 
information  society. 
 
Further study could focus on how to successfully innovate, create TMT collaboration and active engagement. This 
kind of gap is referred to as neglect spotting (Sandberg & Alvesson, 2011, p. 30): an important theoretical aspect 
has been overlooked. An example of an innovative organization working within the public sector of libraries is the 
Bredebieb. Their aim is to support libraries within a library community inventing and setting out pilots (2015) 
amongst libraries in the Netherlands. Bibliotheek Assen is leading in the steering group of the Bredebieb (The 
Alignment House, 2015) and regularly sets out projects meant as pilots, such as E--­book & reader and 21
st 
century 
skills, which are later on taken on by other libraries. During the last three years the institution has released a 
successful educational project called ‘Asser Bibliotheek Op School’ in which 23 primary schools were served with 
reading and media programs. 
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The project was measured by two questionnaires (one for the management and one for the employees 
concerned) after three years and rated by the school’s respondents as ‘positive’ on the level of communication, 
cooperation, programs and effective reading skills of pupils. 
Another successful seasonal innovation project was ‘Kolkende Taal’, a public event with writers and poetrists, 
‘Derde dinsdag’ with once a month a relevant topic of the public such as digital crime, CSR, innovative learning, 
with a high score on visitors. Another successful innovation project is ‘Dagje de Nieuwe Kolk’, which is a special  
day for the elderly with heart--­warming activities in the theater, library and cinema. Thus, this explorative study on 
the library Assen theoretically contributes to improved understanding on shared leadership affecting 
organizational ambidexterity. Practically, it is relevant to the Bredebieb community with innovation challenges 
and more specifically of the Assen library management team currently being in transition to become more 
innovative. 
 
Mihalache’s questionnaire is the only method used, as far as is known, and to avoid the common method bias 
referred to by Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 136), the claim that ‘TMT shared leadership is an important enabler of 
organizational ambidexterity’ was investigated in a Dutch public library context from three perspectives, based 
on Bradbury & Lichtenstein (2000, pp. 551--­562): a multipersonal, an interpersonal and an intrapersonal 
perspective. Mihalache et al. (2014) questionnaire covers a multipersonal perspective as it produces a relatively 
generalized model of relational action by avoiding subjective researcher bias. 
 
A semi--‐structured interview considers the interpersonal perspective that discloses the information of the key TMT 
library member (director) based on the interaction with the investigator being a TMT member herself. A semi-­­ 
structured interview is well suited to the exploration of attitudes, values, beliefs and motives (Bucic, et al., 2010). 
The intrapersonal perspective was integrated to identify the mental model of the investigator as a team member, 
complementing the other findings Bradbury & Lichtenstein (2000, p. 555). 
 
The intrapersonal perspective was dealt with by a systems constellation. A systems constellation is generally 
applied by stand--­ins representing the key elements in a client’s problem, showing a client’s tacitly experienced 
relationship between these elements (Jurg, et al., 2008), but in this investigation constellation figures were 
employed representing the key concepts in the conceptual model in line with Polt and Rimser (2013), rather than 
people. 
 
 
1.3 THESIS  PROBLEM 
 
 
A thesis problem consists of an objective, a main question and a number of sub questions (Jurg, 2010, p. 7). 
Paragraph 1.3.1 presents the thesis objective and 1.3.2 the main thesis question and the sub questions. 
 
1.3.1 THESIS OBJECTIVE 
 
The thesis objective clears what is intended to be reached in the thesis (Baarda et al., 2005, p. 30). The objective of 
this thesis is to explore the role of members of the top management team shared leadership enhancing 
ambidexterity. This study questions if the findings of Mihalache et al. (2014) on TMT shared leadership affecting 
organizational ambidexterity can be transferred to the public sector. 
 
1.3.2 THESIS QUESTIONS 
 
The thesis questions comprise of one main question with accompanying sub questions. The main question 
enfolds the core of the thesis, whereas the subquestions reflect the line of inquiry. The questions are 
accompanied by a presentation of different types of used sources and crosswalk between them to answer the 
main question Yin (2014, p. 18). 
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The main question of this thesis is: 
 
Does TMT shared leadership positively affect library Assen’s ambidexterity? 
 
The first question covers the libary’s TMT shared leadership and organizational ambidexterity. The first sub 
question assesses the level of ambidexterity; whether the institution is ambidextrous or not. The second to fifth 
sub questions covers the measurements of the effect of TMT shared Leadership on organizational ambidexterity 
and how this relates to the study of Mihalache et al. (2014). The sixth sub question assesses the TMT composition 
in relation to the ambidexterity questionnaire. 
 
Thus, the main question includes five sub questions: 
 
1. Is the public library Assen ambidextrous? 
2. Does TMT shared leadership positively affect library Assen’s ambidexterity, based on the ambidexterity 
questionnaire? 
3. Does TMT shared leadership positively affect its ambidexterity, based on a semi--‐structured in--‐depth interview? 
4. Does TMT shared leadership positively affect its ambidexterity, based on a systems constellation? 
5. How do these findings compare to Mihalache et al. (2014)? 
 
1.4 OVERVIEW 
 
 
In this chapter the thesis’ knowledge field of organizational ambidexterity, its relevance, thesis problem of the 
library as subject of this pilot--­case study was introduced. Capter 2 reviews the literature on organizational 
ambidexterity and its antecedent shared leadership. Chapter thereafter presents the methodology and chapter 4 
the findings. An evaluation in chapter 5 concludes this thesis. 
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
 
This chapter presents the literature review within the knowledge domain of organizational ambidexterity. It 
outlines the key literature employed and the stages in reviewing the literature: core literature (2.1) the integrative 
review (subsection 2.2), the theoretical review (2.3, the conceptual review (2.4) and the methodological review 
(2.5), based on Ghauri & Grønhaug (2005, p. 52). This chapter concludes with an overview (2.6). 
 
The aim of this literature review is to disclose whether the key literature supports Mihalache et al, 2014, (p. 129)’s 
claim of TMT shared leadership affecting organizational ambidexterity. Claims are supported if the key literature 
results are based on the same concepts, conceptualizations, and contexts; they are stronger if these results are 
grounded in different methodologies.
ii
 
 
 
2.1 CORE  LITERATURE 
 
 
This thesis distinguished a define stage, followed by a search stage; a select stage, an analyze stage resulting in a 
present stage, based on (Wolfswinkel, Furtmueller, & Wilderom, 2011, p. 5). The define stage includes and 
excludes concepts, and defines the selection criteria for the literature review. The search stage describes the 
search process within literature databases, based on the defined criteria. The select stage leads to the key 
literature to be examined. The analyze stage focuses on the conceptual models and compares the concept 
definitions and methodologies found. The present stage displays the reviews. Display 1 presents the main step, 
sub step and criteria. 
 
Display 1 Criteria define stage, based on (Wolfswinkel, Furtmueller, & Wilderom, 2011, p. 5) 
 
Main step Sub step Criteria 
1. Criteria for inclusion/ 
exclusion 
Publications Journal articles 
Impact factor Impact Factor released in 2014 
Time frame 2004  -­­   2014 
Sorted on relevance In range of first ten hits 
2. Research area Innovation and leadership Organizational ambidexterity 
3. Appropriate resources Internet Open University library, Google Scholar 
4. Specific search terms Search terms on innovation, 
team and leadership 
Organizational ambidexterity, innovation, 
leadership, organizational learning. 
 
Display 1 shows the four main steps, sub steps and criteria employed in this investigation as part of the stages of 
(Wolfswinkel, Furtmueller, & Wilderom, 2011, p. 5). 
 
Display 2 presents an overview of the organizational antecedent shared leadership and context of organizational 
ambidexterity of articles published based on these criteria, with its authors, publication years, titles, journals, 
impact factors and citations. 
 
Display 2 Articles organizational ambidexterity (authors, publication years, titles, journals, impact factors, and citations) 
 
Authors, 
publication years 
Titles Journals Impact 
factor 
iii
 
Cita-­­ 
tions 
Mihalache    et    al 
(2014,   pp.   128-­­ 
148) 
Top management shared leadership and 
organizational ambidexterity: a 
moderated mediation framework 
Strategic 
Entrepreneurship 
Journal 
2.000 3 
Bucic et al. (2010, 
pp. 228-­­248) 
Effects    of    leadership    style    on    team 
learning 
Journal of 
Workplace Learning 
NA 36 
Jansen et al. 
(2009, pp. 5-­­18) 
Strategic leadership for exploration and 
exploitation: The moderating role of 
environmental dynamism 
The leadership 
quarterly 
3.138 212 
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The Journal of Workplace Learning has not been found in the impact factor list (Thomson--­Reuters, 2014). 
However, this journal has been found in the Emerald (the publisher of Journal of Workplace Learning) list of 
impact factor journals. Thus, Mihalache et al (2014) is compared to Bucic et al. (2010) and Jansen et al. (2009). 
 
 
2.2 INTEGRATIVE  REVIEW 
 
 
Display 3 compares the claims of Mihalache et al (2014) with Bucic (2010) and Jansen et al. (2009). The claims 
have been found in the abstracts on the first page of the articles. In the digital versions of the articles on the 
database along with this thesis report, these sencentes have been marked yellow. See SD--­card. 
 
Display 3 Claims Mihalache et al. (2014) compared to other key authors 
 
Authors (year) Relevant sentences Claims 
Mihalache et al 
(2014, p. 128) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Bucic et al., 
(2010, p. 244) 
 
Jansen et al. 
(2009, p. 5) 
Top management team (TMT) shared leadership is an important enabler of 
organizational ambidexterity. How and when TMT shared leadership 
enhances organizational ambidexterity is considered by two TMT processes 
as mediators (i.e., cooperative conflict management style and decision-­­ 
making comprehensiveness) and two elements of organizational structure 
(i.e., connectedness and centralization of decision making) as important 
contingencies.                                                                                                                        
The leadership style (transformational, transactional, or ambidextrous) 
adopted by the team leader has an operational effect on the development 
of learning as a strategic resource within the team, and the organization. 
The role of strategic leaders in managing exploration and exploitation is 
important, not only by examining how specific leadership behaviors impact 
innovative outcomes, but also by revealing how the impact of leadership is 
contingent upon dynamic environmental conditions. 
 
TMT shared 
leadership 
positively 
affects 
organizational 
ambidexterity 
 
 
Supported 
 
 
 
Supported. 
 
Display 3 shows the claim of Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 128) has been supported by Bucic et al. (2010) and Jansen 
et al. (2009). The claim of TMT shared leadership positively affecting organizational ambidexterity has been 
supported by the literature of Bucic et al. (2010, p. 244) and Jansen et al. (2009, p. 5). 
 
 
2.3 THEORETICAL  REVIEW 
 
 
The theoretical review includes the similarities and differences between the conceptual models of Mihalache et al. 
and the key literature. It focuses on the relationships among the relevant concepts organizational ambidexterity 
(exploratory and exploitative innovation), shared leadership and its enablers, captured in conceptual models. In 
subsections 2.3.1 Conceptual model Mihalache et al. (2014), in 2.3.3 Conceptual model Jansen, Vera & Crossan 
(2009) conceptual models of the key literature are presented. Mihalache’s (2014) conceptual model is compared  
to the models of Bucic et al. (2010) and Jansen et al. (2009) in the subsections. 
 
2.3.1 CONCEPTUAL MODEL MIHALACHE ET AL. (2014) 
 
Figure 4 presents the conceptual model of Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 130). Green arrows in the figure indicate a 
positive significant impact and red a non--­significant one. 
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Figure 4 Conceptual model (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 130) 
 
Figure 4 shows a direct relationship between shared leadership and organizational ambidexterity. Centralization 
and connectedness are moderators and TMT cooperative conflict management style and TMT decision making 
comprehensiveness are mediators on the relationship between shared leadership and organizational 
ambidexterity. Structured differentiation is set apart in the model as it has been studied by Mihalache et al. 
(2014), but has not been part of any of their hypotheses. 
 
2.3.2 CONCEPTUAL MODEL BUCIC ET AL. (2014) 
 
In the conceptual model Bucic et al. (2010, p. 233) is presented. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Exploratory 
innovation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Exploitative 
innovation 
 
 
Figure 5 Conceptual model Bucic (2010, p. 233) 
 
Figure 5 shows the conceptual model of Bucic et al. (2010, p. 233) and in line with the conceptual model of 
Mihalache et al. (2014), the conceptual model by Bucic (2010) entails the concepts exploratory innovation, 
exploitative innovation (together organizational ambidexterity) and shared leadership. Furthermore they are the 
same in respect to shared leadership having impact on exploratory and exploitative innovation (organizational 
ambidexterity) in a TMT context with TMT processes. A major difference is that Mihalache concentrates on the 
suggested TMT functions of shared leadership processes TMT cooperative conflict management style and TMT 
decision making comprehensiveness, how to deal with the paradoxical tensions, and structural elements of the 
TMT, while Bucic et al. (2010) focuses more in--­depth on the complementary leadership behavior in a team 
learning context: transformational and transactional leadership, a cascading effect of leadership style and team 
composition. 
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2.3.3 CONCEPTUAL MODEL JANSEN, VERA & CROSSAN (2009) 
 
In Figure 6 the conceptual model (Jansen et al., 2009) is presented. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TMT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6 Conceptual model Jansen, Vera & Crossan (2009) 
 
The two models of Mihalache et al. (2014) and Jansen et al. (2009) both entail the concept exploratory innovation, 
the concept exploitative innovation (organizational ambidexterity) and the concept shared leadership. So the two 
models of Mihalache et al. (2014) and Jansen et al. (2009) compared, shows that both models are similar with 
respect to leadership behavior having impact on exploratory and exploitative innovation (organizational 
ambidexterity) in a TMT context. The difference is that Mihalache et al. (2014) concentrates on the suggested  
TMT functions of shared leadership processes TMT cooperative conflict management style and TMT decision 
making comprehensiveness, how to deal with the paradoxical tensions, and structural elements of the TMT, while 
(Jansen et al., 2009) focuses more in--­depth on the complementary leadership behavior in a team learning    
context: transformational and transactional leadership and environmental dynamism. Both models finally   
propose that engaging in TMT shared leadership enhances the innovation processes of organizational 
ambidexterity (exploratory and exploitative innovation). 
 
 
2.4 CONCEPTUAL  REVIEW 
 
 
The conceptual review discloses the key concepts of organizational ambidexterity in the key literature, to reveal 
the similarity of the concepts employed by Mihalache et al. (2014) with the key literature. 
 
This section compares the conceptualizations on organizational ambidexterity employed by Mihalache et al. 
(2014) with the conceptualizations by Bucic et al. (2010) and Jansen et al. (2009). In the next subsections they are 
presented: 2.4.1 Organizational ambidexterity conceptualizations, 2.4.2 TMT shared leadership 
conceptualizations, 2.4.3 Exploratory innovation conceptualizations, 2.4.4 Exploitative innovation 
conceptualizations and 2.4.5 Conceptual overview. 
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2.4.1 ORGANIZATIONAL AMBIDEXTERITY CONCEPTUALIZATIONS 
 
Display 4 presents the conceptualizations of ‘organizational ambidexterity’ in the core literature, analyzed on the 
subconcepts ‘engage’, ‘exploratory innovation’ and ‘exploitative innovation’. The subconcepts are marked yellow 
within the Mihalache et al. (2014), Bucic et al. (2010) and Jansen et al. (2009) articles on the SD--­card. 
 
Display 4 Conceptualizations organizational ambidexterity 
 
Authors 
(years) 
Conceptualizations Sources Engage Exploratory 
innovation 
Exploitative 
innovation 
Mihalache et 
al, (2014, p. 
128) 
 
 
Bucic et al., 
(2010, p. 233) 
 
Jansen et al., 
(2009, p. 5) 
Ability to engage in both 
exploratory and exploitative 
innovation 
 
 
Feel constant pressure to 
engage in simultaneous 
exploration and exploitation 
Sustained organizational 
performance is rooted in 
exploiting existing 
competences and exploring 
new opportunities for 
organizations that engage 
He and Wong, 2004; 
Lubatkin et al. (2006); 
Sirén, Kohtamäki, and 
Kuckertz (2012); Uotila 
et al. (2009)                  
He and Wong (2004) 
 
 
He & Wong (2004); 
Gibson & Birkinshaw 
(2004); Benner & 
Tushman (2003); 
Jansen, Van den Bosch, 
& Volberda (2006) 
x x x 
x x x 
x x x. 
 
Display 4 shows that Mihalache et al (2014, p. 128) base their key concept of organizational ambidexterity on the 
subconcepts ‘engage’, ‘exploratory innovation’, ‘and ‘exploitative innovation’ in line with Bucic (2010, p. 233) and 
Jansen et al. (2009, p. 5). 
 
2.4.2 TMT SHARED LEADERSHIP CONCEPTUALIZATIONS 
 
Display 5 presents the conceptualizations on TMT shared leadership analyzed on the subconcepts organizational 
‘ambidexterity’, ‘strategic’ and ‘TMT’. 
 
The combination of ‘explore/ exploratory innovation’ and ‘exploit/ exploitative innovation’ is considered a 
synonym of organizational ambidexterity (Bucic et al., 2010, p. 241). ‘Top management’ and ‘firm level’ are 
considered a synonym of ‘TMT’ as in the model of Jansen et al. TMT is considered to be leadership on the 
executive firm level (Jansen et al., 2009, p. 3). 
 
The subconcepts can be found marked yellow within the studies of Mihalache et al. (2014), Bucic et al. (2010) and 
Jansen et al. (2009) on the SD--­card. 
 
Display 5 Conceptualizations TMT shared leadership 
 
Authors 
(year) 
Conceptualizations Sources Organizational 
ambidexterity 
TMT Strategic 
Mihalache 
et al. (2014, 
p. 131) 
 
Bucic et al. 
(2010, p. 
234) 
Stimulating ambidexterity by improving 
TMTs’ ability to resolve conflicts and to 
process information and strategic 
alternatives 
Top management defines the mission 
and strategic direction of the 
organization, and teams face pressure to 
both explore and exploit simultaneously, 
so the ambidextrous leader must foster 
both feed-­­forward and feedback learning 
Mihalache et al 
(2014, p. 131) 
x x x
 
Bucic et al., 
(2010, p. 234); 
Vera and 
x x x
 
Crossan (2004) 
Jansen et al. 
(2009 p. 6) 
Strategic leadership to exploratory and 
exploitative innovation at the firm level 
Jansen et al. 
(2009, p. 6) 
x x x. 
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Display 5 shows that Mihalache et al (2014, p. 131) base TMT shared leadership on ‘organizational ambidexterity’, 
‘TMT’ and ‘strategic’ in line with Bucic (2010, p. 234) and Jansen et al. (2009, p. 6). The ‘shared’ and ‘leadership’ 
components of ‘TMT shared leadership’ do not seem to attract much attention in these conceptualizations. 
 
2.4.3 EXPLORATORY INNOVATION CONCEPTUALIZATIONS 
 
Display 6 presents the conceptualizations on ‘exploratory innovation’ analyzed on the subconcepts ‘knowledge’, 
‘develop’ and ‘markets’. The subconcepts can be found marked yellow within the studies of Mihalache et al. 
(2014), Bucic et al. (2010) and Jansen et al. (2009) on the SD--­card. 
 
Display 6 Conceptualizations Exploratory innovation 
 
Authors 
(years) 
Conceptualizations Sources Knowledge Develop Markets 
Mihalache 
et al. 
(2014, p. 
135) 
Bucic et 
al., (2010, 
p. 233) 
 
 
 
Jansen et 
The extent to which organizations depart 
from existing knowledge and develop 
radical innovations aimed at emerging 
customers or markets                                
Search, experimentation, risk taking, and 
innovation related to feed-­­forward learning, 
because when the team member pushes the 
boundaries of knowledge and develops new 
ideas and methods, the team earns the 
greatest opportunity to learn                
Involves organizational learning from 
Mihalache et al. 
(2014, p. 135) 
x x x
 
Bucic et al. (2010, p. 
233) 
x x 
March (1991, p. 85), 
al. (2009, 
p. 7) 
existing knowledge sources which offer new 
designs, create new markets, and develop 
new channels of distribution 
Abernathy & Clark 
(1985), Jansen et al. 
(2009, p. 7) 
x x x. 
 
Display 6 shows that Mihalache et al (2014, p. 135) base their key concept of organizational ambidexterity on 
‘knowledge’, ‘develop’ and ‘markets’ in line with Bucic (2010, p. 233) and Jansen et al. (2009, p. 7). 
 
2.4.4 EXPLOITATIVE INNOVATION CONCEPTUALIZATIONS 
 
Display 7 presents the conceptualizations of the major concept ‘exploitative innovation’ as part of the concept 
‘organizational ambidexterity’ in the core literature analyzed for the subconcepts ‘organization’, ‘existing’ and 
‘markets’. The subconcepts can be found marked yellow within the studies of Mihalache et al. (2014), Bucic et al. 
(2010) and Jansen et al. (2009) on the SD--­card. 
 
Display 7 Conceptualizations Exploitative innovation 
 
Authors 
(year) 
Subconcepts exploitative innovation Source Organization Existing Markets 
Mihalache 
et al. 
(2014, p. 
135) 
Bucic et al. 
(2010, p. 
234) 
 
 
 
Jansen et 
al. (2009, 
The extent to which organizations 
pursue incremental innovations that 
address the demands of existing 
customers and markets                          
This approach on organizational level is 
suitable for transactional leaders who 
seek to reinforce existing routines and 
structures and encourage motivation 
using a contingent reward-­­based 
system.                           
Organizations build on existing 
knowledge resources and extend 
Mihalache et al, 
(2014, p. 135) 
x x x
 
Bucic et al. (2010, 
p. 234) 
x x 
Benner & Tushman 
(2003); Jansen, Van 
p. 5) existing products and services for 
current markets 
den Bosch, & 
Volberda (2006) 
x x x. 
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Display 7 shows that Mihalache et al (2014, p. 135) base their key concept of ‘exploitative innovation’ on 
‘organization and ‘existing’ in line with Bucic (2010, p. 235) and Jansen et al. (2009, p. 5). Mihalache et al. (2014) 
and Jansen et al. (2009) also share the subconcept ‘markets’. 
 
2.4.5 CONCEPTUAL OVERVIEW 
 
Display 8 reviews the conceptualizations of organizational ambidexterity, TMT shared leadership, exploratory 
innovation and exploitative innovation. 
 
Display 8 Comparison of theoretical key concepts of this thesis 
 
Key concept Authors / 
Conceptualizations 
Mihalache 
et al. (2014) 
Bucic et 
al. (2010) 
Jansen et 
al. (2009) 
Degree of 
consensus 
Organizational 
ambidexterity 
engage x x x 100% 
exploratory innovation x x x 100% 
exploitative innovation x x x 100% 
TMT shared 
leadership 
organizational 
ambidexterity 
x x x 100% 
TMT x x x 100% 
strategic x x x 100% 
Exploratory 
innovation 
knowledge x x x 100% 
develop x x x 100% 
markets x  x 66% 
Exploitative 
innovation 
demands x x x 100% 
existing x x x 100% 
markets x  x 66%. 
 
Display 8 shows that except for the concept ‘markets’ which was not conceptualized by Bucic et al. (2010), 100% 
consensus is found between the three key authors Mihalache et al. (2014), Bucic (2010) and Jansen et al. (2009). 
They share the conceptualizations of organizational ambidexterity, TMT shared leadership, exploratory 
innovation and exploitative innovation. 
 
 
2.5 METHODOLOGICAL  REVIEW 
 
 
Display 9 covers the methodological literature review (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008). In column one the authors and 
year of publishing is presented. In the second column the research focus, and in column three the theoretical 
lenses of the authors are presented. Column four displays the method, column five the sample, column six the 
analysis conducted and column seven the focus and measurements. 
 
The numbers in the column ‘research focus’ coincide with the framework of Raisch & Birkinshaw (Figure 3). 
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Display 9 Methodological overview of Mihalache et al. (2014), Bucic et al. (2010) and Jansen et al. (2009) 
 
Authors 
(year) 
Research focus Theoretical 
lens 
Method Sample Analysis conducted Focus and 
measure-­­ 
ment 
Mihalache Antecedents Leadership, Ques-­­ 4000 private Questionnaire with Strategic 
et al (2014, (1), TMT tionnaire organizations, multi-­­item  scales  (7-­­ manage-­­ 
pp. 128-­­ Organizational processes,  with more than point Likert) adapted ment of 
148) ambidexterity Structure,  25 employees in from existing TMT’s 
 (2), Moderators Strategic  the Netherlands literatures. shared 
 (5) manage-­­  set out in two Exploratory factor leadership 
  ment  years (2008 with analysis, aimed at 
    889 respondents measurement of stimulating 
    and 2009 with Context Validity ambidexte-­­ 
    202 Indicator, Multiple rity 
    respondents). Ordinary Least processes 
    The TMT Squares (OLS)  
    executive (hierarchical)  
    directors were regressions, Structural  
    questioned. Equation Modeling  
     (SEM).  
Bucic et al. Antecedents Leadership, Case study TMT leaders, Interviews of 60 Two focal 
(2010, pp. (1), TMT with semi-­­ team leaders and minutes. Two coders areas: team 
228-­­248) Organizational processes, structured team members independently did the structure 
 ambidexterity Organiza-­­ personal from three analysis and and 
 (2) tional in-­­depth independent compared their learning, 
  learning interviews teams of a interpretation. Open and 
    prominent and Axial coding were leadership 
    university used and pattern and 
     frequencies observed motivation, 
     with use thick ambidex-­­ 
     description. terity 
Jansen et Antecedents Leadership, Ques-­­ Sent to executive Questionnaire with Exploratory 
al. (2009, (1), Strategic tionnaire directors and multi-­­items  measured and 
pp. 5-­­18) Organizational manage-­­  senior team on a seven point Likert exploitative 
 ambidexterity ment,  members of 211 scale and data innovation, 
 (2), Organiza-­­  branches of a analyzed by means of leadership 
 Environmental tional  large European a hierarchical and 
 factors (4) learning  financial services regression analyses organiza-­­ 
    firm in one  tional 
    country, 89  learning. 
    branche   
    respondents   
 
Display 9 shows the methodological overview of the three studies that have been reviewed: Mihalache et al. 
(2014, pp. 128--­148), Bucic et al. (2010, pp. 228--­248) and Jansen et al. (2009, pp. 5--­18), shown in column one. The 
mutual research focus (Raisch & Birkinshaw, 2008) of these three authors is shown in column two, with focus on 
organizational ambidexterity and its antecedent. The mutual theoretical lens of the authors is leadership. 
Mihalache et al. (2014) and Bucic et al. (2010) have in common that they also focus on TMT processes, whereas 
Mihalache et al. (2014) and Jansen et al. (2009) also focus on strategic management. Mihalache et al. (2014) and 
Jansen et al. (2014) use questionnaires as a method within their studies, whereas Bucic et al. (2010) uses a 
personal semi--­structured in--­depth interview. In their questionnaire Mihalache et al. (2014) and Jansen et al. 
(2009) both use a seven point Likert scale and hierarchical regression analyses. 
 
The questionnaires of Mihalache et al. (2014) were sent to private firms in the Netherlands, while the 
questionnaires of Jansen et al. (2009) were sent to an autonomous branch of a large European financial services in 
one country. Bucic et al. (2010) interviewed TMT leaders, team leaders and team members from three 
independent teams of a prominent university. The focal areas Mihalache et al. (2014), Bucic et al. (2010) and 
Jansen et al. (2009) have in common are exploratory and exploitative innovation (ambidexterity) and leadership. 
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2.6 OVERVIEW 
 
 
In Display 10 an overview is presented of the integrative, theoretical, conceptual and methodological reviews with 
the results found in the subsections of chapter 2. Literature review, 2.1 Core literature, 2.2 Integrative review, 2.3 
Theoretical review, 2.4 Conceptual review, 2.5 Methodological review. In the first and second column the study, 
author and year are presented. In the third column the claim of the replicated study is presented and also the 
outcome of the integrative review. In column four the concepts of the conceptual models of the authors are   
shown and in column five the outcome of the employed conceptual review. In the last column, column six the 
outcome of the methodological review is given. 
 
Display 10 Overview reviews chapter 2 (2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5) 
 
2.1 
Literature review 
2.2 
Integrative 
review 
2.3 
Theoretical review 
2.4 
Conceptual 
review 
2.5 
Methodological review 
 
Titles 
Authors 
(years) 
   
‘Top management Mihalache ‘TMT shared T T shared Organizational Questionnaire  with  multi-­­ 
team shared et al. (2014, leadership rship, ambidexterity item scales (7-­­point Likert) of 
leadership and pp. 128-­­ positively organizational (100%), TMT existing literatures. 
organizational 148) affects mbidexterity, shared Exploratory factor analysis, 
ambidexterity: a ambidex-­­ TMT processes, leadership measurement of Context 
moderated terity’ stra egic (100%), Validity Indicator, Multiple 
mediation  management exploratory Ordinary Least Squares 
framework’   innovation (OLS) regressions, Structural 
   (100%, Equation Modeling (SEM) 
   exploitative  
   innovation  
   (100%)  
‘Effects of Bucic et al. Supported hared l adership, Consensus Case study with semi-­­ 
leadership style (2010, p. organizational  structured  personal  in-­­depth 
on team learning’ 228-­­248) ambidexterity,  interviews One interviewer 
  TMT processes,  conducted all semi-­­ 
  organizational  structured interviews. Two 
  learning  independent coders were 
    used to satisfy conformability 
    (Hirschman, 1986) 
‘Strategic Jansen et Supported hared l adership, Consensus Questionnaire  with  multi-­­ 
leadership for al. (2009, p. organizational  items measured on a seven 
exploration and 5-­­18) ambidexterity,  point Likert scale and data 
exploitation: The  organizational  analyzed by means of a 
moderating role  learning,  hierarchical regression 
of environmental  environmental  analyses. 
dynamism’  factors   
 
Display 10 shows that the claim of Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 128) that TMT shared leadership positively affects 
organizational ambidexterity, has been supported by the theories of Bucic et al. (2010, p. 228--­248) and Jansen et 
al. (2009, p. 5--­18). Other resemblance in 2.3 Theoretical review shows that the conceptual models of Mihalache et 
al. (2014), Bucic et al. (2010) and Jansen et al. (2009), considering the relationship between shared leadership and 
organizational ambidexterity, was a direct relationship. The conceptual models of Mihalache et al. (2014), Bucic 
(2010) and Jansen et al. (2009) in 2.4 Conceptual review also showed resemblance with regards to shared 
leadership having impact on exploratory and exploitative innovation (organizational ambidexterity) in a TMT 
context: full consensus was found on the conceptualizations of organizational ambidexterity and TMT shared 
leadership. However, the ‘shared’ and ‘leadership’ components of ‘TMT shared leadership’ did not seem to attract 
much attention in these conceptualizations. Mihalache et al. (2014) also focus on moderators, whereas Jansen et 
al. (2009) focus on environmental factors. Mihalache et al. (2014) and Jansen et al. (2009) both use a    
questionnaire in their studies, whereas Bucic uses a semi--­structured personal in--­depth interview. 
In chapter 3 the methodology employed in this investigation will be presented. 
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3. METHODOLOGY 
 
Methodology covers the choices made about cases to study, methods of data collection and data analysis, both in 
planning and conducting an investigation (Silverman, 2005, p. 306). As introduced in chapter 1, this study is based 
on the three interdependent research perspectives of Bradbury & Lichtenstein’s (2000, p. 554): a multipersonal,   
an interpersonal and an intrapersonal perspective. 
 
This chapter first presents the research strategy   (3.1 Investigation strategy), followed by the multiplersonal 
perspective (3.2 Questionnaire), the interpersonal perspective (3.3 Semi--­structured in--­depth personal interview) 
and the intrapersonal perspective (3.4 Systems constellation). This chapter ends with 3.5 Overview. 
 
 
3.1 INVESTIGATION  STRATEGY 
 
 
This subsection describes in 3.1.1 Case study, 3.1.2 Case description, 3.1.3 Population and sample, and in 3.1.4 
Respondents. 
 
3.1.1 CASE STUDY 
 
The case study is one of several forms of social science research (Yin, 2014, p. 2). For investigating a real--­life 
phenomenon in its context, a case study is a suitable research strategy (Yin, 2014, p. 14). This investigation covers 
a revelatory single case study: a real--­world situation that social scientists had not been able to study in the past 
(Yin, 2014, p. 240). It was possible in this investigation, as the investigator temporarily functioned as an interim 
manager of a public library in the town of Assen. It is also a pilot case as it is aimed at developing, testing, and 
refining research questions and procedures that will later be used in an extended study. 
 
3.1.2 CASE DESCRIPTION 
 
The case is a Dutch library situated in the north of the Netherlands, called Bibliotheek Assen. The organization 
consists at the time of this exploration of 26 employees and in March 2017 it will be celebrating its 100 years of 
existence in Assen. The library functions in a political environment and has an increased cooperation with its 
neighboring partners, a cinema and a theater in ‘De Nieuwe Kolk’. The library participates with the Bredebieb, a 
strategic community where Bibliotheek Assen is leading in the stearing group, inventing innovative programs for 
the transition challenges it is facing, to strengthen the local position of public libraries (Bredebieb, 2015). 
 
As a leading library, Biblbiotheek Assen regularly explores, develops and brings about innovative programs and 
activities that are evaluated, and later on implemented by other networking libraries connected to the Bredebieb 
organization. This organization aims to facilitate the growth of library organizations in the Netherlands and help 
them to survive. Recently the Bredebieb has initiated the startup of the Bredebieb academy, which is collaboration 
with the university of Twente, aimed at training management teams and staff of libraries. During a seminar with 
major libraries (such as Amsterdam, Rivierenland, Nieuwegein, Assen etc.) the necessary growth of management 
teams was put on the agenda in relation to innovation and implementation of innovative strategies. Shared 
leadership was found a key factor during that seminar, including how and why this would be necessary to become 
successfully   ambidextrous. 
 
3.1.3 POPULATION AND SAMPLE 
 
Mihalache’s questionnaire was set out amongst 4000 private organizations, with more than 25 employees in the 
Netherlands (in total 889 and 202 respondents) (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 135). Mihalache sent the questionnaire 
to the executive director of each of the firms within their sample. In this case study, the sample was the TMT, the 
top management team, which was asked to fill out the (in Dutch translated) questionnaire (Appendix A3 
Modification of the original questionnaire). The study was spread over a period of two years. 
 
The population of this investigation consisted of the fourteen libraries participating in the Bredebieb community. 
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3.1.4 RESPONDENTS 
 
Of the 4,000 private organizations Mihalache et al. approached, more than 1,000 completed questionnaires 
respondents were received in a time frame of two years (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 135). In 2008, 889 TMT 
executive directors and in 2009, 202 completed their questionnaires. This questionnaire included multi--­item 
scales (7--­point Likert) adapted from previous studies. 
 
The TMT of Bibliotheek Assen consisted of a management director, three management team members and three 
team leaders. The entire TMT participated and completed their questionnaires, as illustrated in Display 11. 
 
Display 11 Top management team (TMT) role and management level 
 
Team member Role 
Management Team Executive director, member of the board 
Management Team Public service 
Management Team Controller 
Management Team Human Resources 
Team Leader Marketing 
Team Leader Collections 
Team leader Operations. 
 
The executive director is part of the management team and also a member of the board. The management team 
members take part in the management team meetings. The team leaders have regular ‘vertical’ meetings with 
their corresponding management team managers and also with the employees of their teams. 
 
The TMT was sent an invitation per email on the 7
th 
of January 2015, with introduction and actual survey (see 
Appendix A4 Invitation and survey sent). After receipt of one completed questionnaire, a reminder was sent out 
on the 20
th 
of January, 2015 and within two weeks the other six respondents completed their questionnaires. 
 
 
3.2 QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 
This chapter covers the subsections 3.2.1 Data collection questionnaire, 3.2.2 Data analysis questionnaire, 3.2.3 
General descriptives, 3.2.4 Reliability analysis, 3.2.5 Correlation analysis, 3.2.6 Hierarchical regression analysis and 
3.2.7 Multiple regression analysis. 
 
3.2.1 DATA COLLECTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
In this case study, the questionnaire with multi--­item scales (7--­point Likert) adapted from Mihalache et al. (2014), 
was employed to assess the level of ambidexterity of the case organization and measure the effect of shared 
leadership on it and on its two dimensions: exploratory and exploitative innovation. 
The questionnaire was translated from English to Dutch, presented in Appendix A3 Modification of the original 
questionnaire. In Display A2 (Appendix) an overview is given of the survey and changes made to the original 
survey (Mihalache et al, 2014). It also shows the corresponding codes with the items, which were used in the 
SPSS--­analysis, the translations from English to Dutch and additional questions. With the aid of a native speaking 
professional who has lived in Amsterdam for nearly 30 years (G. Francis) the items were translated into Dutch. 
The Appendix shows the modifications to the original questionnaire (Mihalache et al, 2014, pp. 147, 148). In 
(Appendix) A4.1 Email Invitations to the survey link and in A4.2 Survey sent with introduction, an overview is 
given of these emails sent (with the link plus the introduction to the questionnaire). 
 
This final questionnaire consisted of 45 items, which had to be answered on a 7--­point Likert with 1 = ’strongly 
disagree’ and 7 = ’strongly agree (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 135). The qualifications according to the Likert seven 
point scale are: ‘strongly disagree’ (1), ‘disagree’ (2), ‘somewhat disagree’ (3), ‘neither disagree nor agree’ (4), 
‘somewhat agree’ (5), ‘agree’ (6), and ‘strongly agree’ (7). The survey was sent to the seven members of the TMT, 
via the survey tool www.Survio.com. Two questions were added to the replicated survey. 
23  
The first question was added to enquire about the TMT’s function: ‘1. Wat is je naam en functie?’, meaning: What 
is your name en position? The final question added was: ‘47. Is er verder nog iets wat je zou willen delen over 
innovatie en gezamenlijk leiderschap binnen je organisatie?’ which translates as: Is there anything else what you 
would like to share about innovation and shared leadership within your organization? 
 
The items 2 until 46 were related to the research variables exploratory innovation, exploitative innovation, TMT 
shared leadership, centralization of decision making, connectedness, structured differentiation, TMT cooperative 
conflict management and TMT decision making comprehensiveness. In Display 12 an overview is presented of 
Mihalache’s et al. (2014) study with items, additional questions, Likert scale and number of the in total 47 items. 
 
Display 12 Overview study Mihalache et al. (2014, p.147-­­148) of concepts and questions 1 until 47 
 
Author (year) Concepts Additional questions Likert 
scale points 
Number 
of items 
Mihalache et  Nr. 1. TMT job role -­­ 1 
al. (2014, p. Exploratory innovation  7 6 
128-­­147) Exploitative innovation  7 6 
 TMT shared leadership  7 8 
 Centralization of decision making  7 6 
 Connectedness  7 4 
 Structured differentiation  7 5 
 TMT cooperative conflict management  7 4 
 TMT decision making comprehensiveness  7 6 
  Nr. 47. Anything else -­­ 1 
Totals    47 
 
In column one the authors and year is given, in column two the concepts studied, in column three the additional 
questions, in column four the scales and in column five the number of items within the concepts measured. 
 
3.2.2 DATA ANALYSIS QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
The data in Survio were transported from Survio to an Excel format database, and next to SPSS. During the 
analysis the major part of the methodology of Mihalache et al. (2014) was followed except for some 
measurements. First of all, the main independent variable of interest TMT shared leadership was not separated 
from the measurement of the mediating and dependent variables by one year (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 135). 
Secondly, the nonresponse bias was not assessed with a t--­test, as this investigation was lacking nonresponse 
(Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 135). 
 
To ensure validity of the measure of organizational ambidexterity, the scores for exploratory and exploitative 
innovation were compared with a three--­item scale of innovativeness assessing the extent to which organizations 
introduce many new products and services and place emphasis on product and service (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 
135). This comparison has not been employed, as the methodology in their study was not clarified. The variance 
inflation factor (i.e., 2.7) with cut--­off value of 10 (Neter, Wasserman, and Kutner, 1990) has not been during the 
hierarchical regression analysis (instead the Cronbach’s alpha was used). Furthermore, all control variables were 
measured except for one: industry. Finally, the bootstrapping procedure to quantify the indirect effects of the 
concept connectedness (Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes, 2007) has not been employed in this investigation, as this 
concept was not relevant for answering the main question of this thesis. 
 
In Appendix A4 Invitation and survey sent the invitation to the respondents is presented. A first purpose of the 
questionnaire sent out to the management team of the Bibliotheek Assen was to assess whether the organization 
was ambidextrous. Furthermore, it explored the claims constructed by Mihalache et al. (2014) and measured by 
the (in total) 45 items and 2 questions. 
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3.2.3 GENERAL DESCRIPTIVES 
 
After decoding the forty--­five items and two questions in SPSS the general descriptives were considered per team 
member and per item. The qualifications measured on a Likert seven point scale were interpreted as (Paunonen, 
2003, pp. 411--­412) ‘strongly disagree’ with an item, is considered an extremely negative qualification of this item 
(1); ‘disagree’ a moderately negative qualification (2); ‘somewhat disagree’ a slightly negative qualification (3); 
‘neither disagree nor agree’ a neither positive nor negative qualification (4), ‘somewhat agree’ a slightly’ positive 
qualification (5); ‘agree’ a moderately positive qualification (6); ‘strongly agree’ an extremely positive qualification 
(7). The means, standard deviations, ranges and modes were compared to the benchmark of Mihalache et al. 
(2014). In line with the conceptualization of the study of Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 135) ambidexterity was 
measured by multiplying exploratory and exploitative innovation. As in previous studies also a measure of 
ambidexterity, calculated as the sum of exploration and exploitation, is used (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 128) 
 
3.2.4 RELIABILITY ANALYSIS 
 
After measuring the general descriptives the scale evaluations and reliability of the variables were measured with 
the Cronbach's alpha coefficient, which is the most frequently used measurement tool for measuring internal 
consistency (Baarda, 2009, p. 76), was conducted to measure whether the consistency of the items was 
acceptable. The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient ranges between 0 and 1 (Gliem & Gliem, 2003, p. 87), and 
the closer Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is to 1.0, the greater the internal consistency of the items in the scale. 
George and Mallery (2003, p. 231) provide the following rules of thumb:“> .9 – Excellent, > .8 Good, > .7  
Acceptable, > .6 Questionable, > .5 Poor and < .5 Unacceptable”. 
 
3.2.5 CORRELATION ANALYSIS 
 
Two correlations have been conducted, one for the eight items of the variable TMT shared leadership and 
organizational ambidexterity, and the other for the general (eight) variables used in Mihalachi et al. (2014). 
 
The first one related to the eight items of the TMT shared leadership question. This was conducted because of the 
impact of the TMT shared leadership variable in relation to organizational ambidexterity, and therefore to  
improve the correlation and regression analysis. So, first the items were checked whether they related enough to 
each other. When this did not seem to be the case, three items were deleted from the item TMT shared   
leadership and five remaining correlating items together created the variable TMT shared leadership. 
 
The correlation analysis was conducted for the purpose of measuring how the eight variables of the study of 
Mihalache et al. (2014) relate to each other. This is used to predict the consistency of variables. The absolute 
value of the correlation can vary from 0 with no relationship, to 1, with a perfect positive relationship explains 
Baarda (2009, p. 117). 
 
The correlation analysis is measured with the Pearson’s correlation tool in SPSS. Pearson’s r explains at what level 
a linear relationship exists between variable X and Y. This can vary from --­1 tot 1+. If r is 1 there is supposed to be a 
perfect positive relationship between two variables. If variable X is high or low, than this occurs with variable Y, 
and this happens with both a positive (+) and negative relationship (--­). When sampling, the significance of the 
correlation coefficient is determined by the height of the correlation coefficient and the number of sample items 
(N) the correlation is measured with. Pearson’s correlation analysis is used when there it is a small sample (N) and 
the scores show no extremes (Baarda, De Goede, & Van Dijkum, 2007, pp. 186--­187). Before the conductance of 
this correlation analysis on the eight variables, a correlation analysis was employed on the relevant items of TMT 
shared leadership and organizational ambidexterity. 
 
3.2.6 HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS 
 
Two regression analysis have been conducted: the hierarchical (Ordinary Least Squares) regression analysis and 
the multiple regression analysis. 
 
For the hierarchical regression analysis, the methodology of Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 137) with the step--­wise 
approach was followed. 
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The first step is testing the concept of TMT shared leadership affecting organizational ambidexterity (main 
effect), the second step is testing the mediating effect of structural concepts and the third step is testing the 
moderating effect of the TMT processes. Before that, in order to prevent the potential multicollinearity issue, 
associated with testing moderating hypotheses, the continuous variables were first mean--­centered, before 
conducting the ordinary least squares regressions (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 137). OLS regression is a generalized 
linear modeling technique, also called hierarchical regression and it is used for multiple explanatory variables. In 
the methodology of Mihalache et al. (2014) it has been used to check if the framework complies with the causal 
steps strategy of Baron & Kenny (1986, p. 1179). 
 
The step--­wise approach (three steps) of Baron & Kenny (1986, p. 1174) applied by Mihalache et al. (2014) 
contains: 
Step 1. The independent variable significantly affects the dependent variables 
Step 2. The independent variable significantly affects the proposed mediating variable 
Step 3. When the independent variable is introduced with the mediating variable, the proposed mediating 
variable significantly accounts for variability in the dependent variable and the effect of the independent variable 
on the dependent variable is significantly reduced. 
 
In the Mihalache’s study both moderators and mediators are used to measure when (moderators) and how 
(mediators) shared leadership affects ambidexterity. A moderator is a qualitative (e.g., sex, race, class) or 
quantative (e.g., level of reward) variable that affects the direction and/or strength of the relation between an 
independent variable and a dependent (Baron & Kenny, 1986, p. 1174). Moderator variables always function as 
independent variables, whereas mediating variables shift roles from effects to causes, depending on the focus of 
the analysis. The moderating effects have been measured by the interaction variables and is calculated by 
multiplying the scores of the variable TMT shared leadership times the scores of centralization and multiplying 
the scores of the variable TMT shared leadership times the scores of connectedness. 
 
The bootstrapping technique after conductance of the hierarchical regression analysis to assess the level of 
connectedness (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 140) has not been conducted in this investigation, as the SPSS program 
did not supply this option. The order of the hierarchical regression analysis is presented in Display A52 
(Appendix). 
 
3.2.7 MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS 
 
The second regression analysis employed was the Multiple regression analysis, used to explore the relationship 
among a number of ‘independent variables’ and one ‘dependent variable’ (Pallant, 2007, p. 146). An independent 
variable explains a dependent variable via a linear model (Ten Hacken et al., 2013, p. 66). 
 
The multiple regression analysis in this investigation applied three criteria: (1) Assessing the significant 
independent variables, (2) evaluating the model, and (3) checking the assumptions (pp. 155--­160). Since the 
multiple regression analysis aimed for significant findings, any non--­significant independent variables were 
removed from the analysis, as recommended by Ten Hacken et al. (2013, p. 70). After running the multiple 
regression analysis, the independent variable with the highest p--­value (least significant) or with the highest 
Variable Inflation Factor (VIF) was removed. The Variable Inflation Factor and tolerance are both widely used 
measures of the degree of multicollinearity of the independent variable with the other dependent variables in a 
regression model (O'Brien, 2007, p. 637). So either the least significant variable or the variable with a high VIF was 
removed and then the regression was rerun. This process continued until all non--­significant independent    
variables were removed from the regression model. 
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3.3 SEMI--­STRUCTURED IN--­DEPTH PERSONAL INTERVIEW 
 
 
Another instrument, the in--­depth semi--­structured personal interview has been conducted. In the next two 
paragraphs the data collection (3.3.1) and analysis (3.3.2) are described. 
 
3.3.1 DATA COLLECTION INTERVIEW 
 
The top management team (TMT) leader (the director, also a board member) in this case study has been 
interviewed. The methodology of Bucic (2010, p. 235) has been followed, with the exception that also team  
leaders and team member where interviewed. Vera and Crossan (2004) proposed a cascading effect of the 
leadership style adopted by TMT leaders. For example, the effect of a charismatic leadership style adopted by top 
management gradually filters to bottom--­level teams within the organization (Bucic, 2010, p. 234). This is 
confirmed by the study of Bucic (2010, p. 241). So it is assumed that with the leadership behavior of the TMT 
leader, the director of the library, the leadership style of her is adopted and ‘mirrored’ by the other team leaders, 
part of the TMT. 
 
A semi--­structured in--­depth personal interview with the director has been conducted to answer the sub question 3: 
‘Does TMT shared leadership positively affect its ambidexterity, based on a semi--‐structured in--‐depth interview?’. 
 
The condition of the TMT leader, being the director of the library and leader of the top management team (TMT) 
was: 
 
-­­ Directly leading multiple teams via the team leaders 
-­­ A team leader in charge of setting and being accountable for work goals, or the immediate supervisor of 
employees (e.g. Alvesson and Sveningsson, 2003) 
-­­ Leading team members under the instruction of the team leader. 
 
The interview questions refer to leadership within the team, including such facets as goal setting, defining 
objectives, and perceptions of leader behavior. The TMT leader of the library was asked to describe her 
interactions with other TMT leaders and/or team members. In this interview learning themes are adapted from 
Klimecki and Lassleben (1998) and He and Wong (2004), and the leadership themes from Bass (1985) and Vera 
and Crossan (2004). The final instrument entails two focal areas: team structure and learning, and leadership and 
motivation. These are areas related to the leadership style used with the two--­innovation processes exploratory 
and exploitative innovation (organizational ambidexterity). In Appendix A6 semi--­structured in--­depth personal 
interview analysis, the questions with answers have been listed. 
 
3.3.2 DATA ANALYSIS INTERVIEW 
 
In order to answer the third sub--­question ‘Does TMT shared leadership positively affect its ambidexterity, based on a 
semi--‐structured in--‐depth interview?’ and to measure this, the four concepts (transformational/ transactional 
leadership and feedback learning/ feed forward learning) related to TMT shared leadership and organizational 
ambidexterity have been applied. The methodology of the three stages of evaluation have been followed by 
encoding the interview findings: 1) open encoding, 2) axial encoding and 3) selective encoding (Meulen & Otten, 
2014, p. 34) to analyze the interview data. Considering the open encodings and the axial encodings, first the   
Dutch answers by the director were transformed into concise responses in Dutch. These responses were 
transformed into Dutch open encodings, which were then translated into English open encodings. The English 
axial encodings were then found by applying the concepts leadership behavior and team learning on the open 
encodings. The selective encodings were based on the axial encodings that scored twice or more. 
 
The leadership behavior consists of transformational and transactional leadership, the team learnings consist of 
feed forward and feedback learning, presented in Display 13. 
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Display 13 Findings interview Axial encoding and conceptualizations Bucic et al. (2014) 
 
Concepts Axial encoding 
items 
Conceptualizations 
Ambidextrous 
leadership 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Team 
learning 
Transformational 
leadership 
(Exploratory 
innovation) 
 
 
 
Transactional 
leadership 
(Exploitative 
innovation) 
Feed forward 
learning 
(Exploratory 
innovation) 
 
Feedback learning 
(Exploitative 
innovation) 
Aims to operate beyond self-­­interest, which prompts visionary, enthusiastic 
transformational leaders to perform their roles to reflect loop and adaptive 
learning (Argyris and Scho¨n, 1978; Kolb, 1984) by combining existing with new 
knowledge and ideas, as well as experimenting and encouraging others to do the 
same (Bass and Avolio, 1990) thus transformational leadership behaviors may be 
effective for encouraging feed-­­forward learning, inspiring members, gaining trust 
and respect, and fostering a creative environment (Bucic et al., 2010, p. 234) 
Consists of rewards and recognition, and such leaders emphasize extrinsic 
motivations to shape goal setting in an attempt to strengthen organizational 
culture, structure, and strategy. They are carefully explicit in their expectations 
and rewards (Bass and Avolio, 1993                                                                                                
Is characterized by individual perceptions, reasoning, and intuition shaped  
through group experimentation, risk taking, and innovation that become shared 
understanding. Typically, the feed-­­forward process for developing learning results 
in more performance variation than what would be experienced with feedback 
learning (He and Wong, 2004)                                                                                          
Pertains how institutionalized learning affects individual. Begins with 
institutionalized structure of the team and flows down to individual team 
members, who intuit and interpret the learning process within the team context. 
 
Transformational and transactional leadership together is called Ambidextrous leadership meaning that leaders 
need to have the capacity to implement diverse courses of action simultaneously, including exploration and 
exploitation, incremental and radical, flexibility and control, and feed--­forward and feedback learning to suit 
current and emerging conditions (Vera and Crossan, 2004, p. 227). This is linked to transformational leadership 
and transactional leadership: rarely are organizations solely in one phase or the other. In a competitive 
environment, they do not have the luxury of choice and must instead oscillate between or be both 
simultaneously. 
 
In this realistic scenario, leaders must adopt the most suitable approach, which in most cases demands 
ambidextrous leadership (Bucic et al., 2010, p. 232). Team learning is described as the process by which a   
collective of individuals who create a team act as a whole in terms of reflection on feedback and making changes 
for improvement, (e.g. Edmondson, 1999; Argote et al., 2000) identify two processes that constitute to team 
learning: feedback learning (exploitation--­type) and feed--­forward learning (exploration--­type) Crossan et al. (1999) 
and Vera and Crossan (2004). 
 
 
3.4 SYSTEMS  CONSTELLATION 
 
This paragraph describes the methodology of the systems constellation analysis based on Van Petegem (2015). It 
covers the subsections 3.4.1 Data collection systems constellation and 3.4.2 Data analysis systems constellation. 
 
The systems constellation was conducted to enable answering sub question 4: ‘Does TMT shared leadership 
positively affect its ambidexterity, based on a systems constellation?’ 
 
3.4.1 DATA COLLECTION SYSTEMS CONSTELLATION 
 
Systems constellations are a way to make the hidden dynamics of any system visible (Herder--­Wynne, 2013, p. 1) 
and deal with some disadvantages of self--­reporting batteries. Roevens (2008, p. 31) defines a system as a 
collection of elements, and the relationships between them. Roevens states that a whole is more than the sum of 
its parts and a whole often has characteristics, which one would not imagine when only considering its 
components. Systems constellations differ from other problem identification techniques by their combination of  
a holistic perspective and an emotional approach (Jurg, 2010, pp. 8--­9). A holistic perspective focuses on the 
elements and relationships emerging from the whole rather than decomposing problems into the basic elements 
that form the core of the problem. 
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An emotional approach includes bodily experiences, feelings and intentions as well as spontaneous verbal 
outbursts based on these emotions rather than logical (vertical) verbalization and an encouragement to employ 
grounded arguments (p. 9). 
 
The systems constellation was employed as part of the intrapersonal perspective employed to identify the mental 
model of the investigator as a team member, complementing the other findings (Bravette, 1997). A systems 
constellation is generally applied by stand--­ins representing the key elements in a client’s problem, showing a 
client’s tacitly experienced relationships between these elements (Jurg, et al., 2008, p. 17), but in this  
investigation constellation figures were employed representing the key elements explored, rather than people, in 
line with Polt and Rimser (2013). The start of the systems constellation represents the current perspective of the 
intrapersonal library TMT member on Mihalache’s conceptual model in the library context (as--‐is--‐situation), while 
the end of the systems constellations indicates the changes that are needed to make a success of organizational 
ambidexterity based on the implicit knowledge of the intrapersonal TMT member (can--‐be--‐situation) (Jurg, 2008, 
p. 3). The systems constellation was photographed from different angles to follow the process and visualize the 
constellation. A7.1 Systems constellation phases explains more about the process of the systems constellation. 
 
3.4.2 DATA ANALYSIS SYSTEMS CONSTELLATION 
 
First, the systems constellation analysis compared the start and end situation in terms of the as--­is--­situation and 
the can--­be--­situation in the perception of the intrapersonal library TMT member to make a success of 
organizational ambidexterity in the library context. Furthermore, an objective analysis was conducted based on 
previous OD--­MP member Van Petegem (2015). Van Petegem (2015, p. 19--­21) developed a stand--­in systems 
constellation network analysis for the OD--­MP team, which this thesis further developed in the context of systems 
constellations with figures. Van Petegem (2015, p. 20) based his network analysis on Kopp & Martinuzzi (2013, p. 
198) who state that social network analysis is a similar method to systems constellations that is discussed under 
different terms. He further referred to Şandru (2010, p. 63) who describes the operational concepts most 
frequently used in social network analysis, and divides the operational concepts in (a) concepts relating to 
‘interaction’ and (b) concepts relating to ‘structure’. Van Petegem (2015, p. 20--­21) focussed on Şandru (2010, p. 
71--­73)’s operational dimensions relating to structure : 1. connection, 2. centrality and 3. clusters. This thesis 
focuses on connection and centrality. 
 
First, connection was calculated separately for each figure in the systems constellation. The connection of a figure 
in the systems constellation is the degree of links or connections between people, measurable by their distance 
and described as constellations of relationships (Şandru, 2010, p. 65). It was measured by the total number of 
figures to which this figure was directed in the systems constellation. The calculation formula was as follows: d = 2 
Na / N, where d stands for degree; N = total number of figures in the systems constellation; and Na = number of 
actual connections. Na was multiplied by two, because each connection involves two members. To analyze the 
connections, snapshot photos from the start and the end of the systems constellation were employed. During the 
analysis the angle of connection of the constellation pieces was taken rather straightforward whereas Van 
Petegem (2014) used a 140--­degree angle in his investigation. 
 
Second, centrality refers to the closeness of a figure to the other figures in the systems constellation, based on 
Freeman (1979). The greater the centrality of figures, the chances of controlling resources are greater, based on 
Şandru (2010). The notion is that the figure with the highest degree of centrality in the systems constellation has 
the greatest influence. Centrality of a figure in a systems constellation was calculated as the smallest distance 
sum from each figure in the systems constellation to all other figures. To analyze the distances between the 
figures, snapshot photos from the start and the end of the systems constellation were employed using the 
chessboard grid of square cells. The square cells between the figures were counted, to determine the relative 
distances between them. 
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3.5 OVERVIEW 
 
Display 14 displays an overview of the sub questions presented in 1.3.2 Thesis questions. The first and second 
columns cover the main question and sub questions, followed by the conducted methods in column three and the 
analysis employed in column four. 
 
Display 14 Sub questions and related findings of analysis conducted 
 
Nr. Questions Methods Analysis 
1. Is the public library Assen ambidextrous? Questionnaire Means 
2. Does TMT shared leadership positively affect 
library Assen’s ambidexterity, based on the 
ambidexterity questionnaire? 
Questionnaire Reliability analysis, hierarchical 
regression analysis, regression analysis 
and multiple regression analysis 
3. Does TMT shared leadership positively affect its 
ambidexterity, based on a semi-‐‐structured in-‐‐ 
depth  interview? 
Semi-­­ structured  
in-­­ depth      
interview 
Open encoding, axial encoding and 
selective encoding 
4. Does TMT shared leadership positively affect its 
ambidexterity, based on a systems constellation? 
Systems 
constellation 
Network analysis: connection, 
centrality and clusters 
5. How do these findings compare to Mihalache et 
al. (2014)? 
Questionnaire Means, reliability analysis, hierarchical 
regression analysis and multiple 
regression analysis. 
 
The next chapter present the findings based on the methodologies described in this chapter. 
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4. FINDINGS 
 
This chapter presents the findings of the data analysis conducted. In 4.1 Questionnaire, followed by 4.2 Semi-­­ 
structured in--­depth personal interview, 4.3 Systems constellation and 4.4 Conclusions. 
 
 
4.1 QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 
The questionnaire findings are presented in 4.1.1 Descriptives, 4.1.2 Reliability analysis, 4.1.3 Correlation analysis 
4.1.4 Hierarchical regression analysis, 4.1.5 Multiple regression analysis and in 4.1.6 Overview. 
 
4.1.1 DESCRIPTIVES 
 
Display 15 presents the means for the eight investigated concepts, compared to Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 138): 
TMT shared leadership, exploratory innovation and exploitative innovation. The means of exploratory and 
exploitative innovation have not been given by Mihalache et al. The full findings on the descriptives are presented 
in A5.1 General descriptives. 
 
Display 15 Means of library scores on TMT shared leadership, exploratory innovation and exploitative innovation vs. Mihalache 
et al. (2014, p. 138) [scale 1:7] 
 
Concepts N Library Interpretations Mihalache et al. 
(2014, p. 138) 
Interpretations 
TMT Shared leadership 7 5.3 Slightly positive 5.3 Slightly positive 
Exploratory innovation 7 5.6 Moderately -­­ -­­ 
Exploitative innovation 7 5.0 Slightly positive -­­ -­­ 
 
Display 15 shows on average that the library TMT was positive on ambidexterity in the questionnaire: both on 
exploratory and exploitative innovation (5.6 and 5.0, respectively). T--­tests show no significant different means 
between exploratory and exploitative innovation (A5.6.2 T--­test library means against benchmark). The TMT 
scores on TMT leadership were in line with Mihalache et al. (2014). 
 
Display 16 presents the TMT scores on the TMT shared leadership items. 
 
Display 16 Library TMT scores on individual TMT shared leadership items [scale 1:7] 
 
Items N Means Interpretations 
14. Jointly determine implementation new business 7 4.1 Neither positive nor negative 
15. Jointly responsible for setting strategic objectives 7 5.9 Moderately positive 
16. Collectively determine planning of major 7 5.3 Slightly positive 
17. Encourage each other to high expectations in the work 7 5.6 Moderately positive 
18. Encourage each other to draw on common goals 7 5.6 Moderately positive 
19. Members call each other to make critical 7 5.3 Slightly positive 
20. Encourage each other to evaluate business performance 7 3.9 Neither positive nor negative 
21. Encourage each other to cooperate 7 5.4 Slightly positive 
Average 7 5.1 Positive. 
 
Display 16 shows that on average the library TMT was positive on TMT shared leadership. The TMT was most 
positive on ‘Jointly responsible for setting strategic objectives’ and least positive on ‘Encourage each other to 
evaluate business performance’. 
items. 
Display 17 and Display 18 cover the TMT individual scores on the exploratory and exploitative innovation items. 
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Display 17 Library TMT scores on individual exploratory innovation items [scale 1:7] 
 
Item N Means Interpretations 
2. Accepts demands beyond existing products and services 7 5.4 Slightly positive 
3. We invent new products and services 7 5.9 Moderately positive 
4. Experiment new products and services in new markets 7 6.0 Moderately positive 
5. Commercialize products and services completely new 7 5.1 Slightly positive 
6. Frequently utilize new opportunities in new markets 7 5.9 Moderately positive 
7. Regularly uses new distribution channels 7 5.4 Slightly positive 
Average 7 5.6 Positive. 
 
Display 17 shows that on average the library TMT was most positive on ‘We experiment new products and 
services in new markets’ and least on ‘Commercialize products and services completely new’. The TMT scores on 
the exploitative innovation items are presented in Display 18. 
 
Display 18 Library TMT scores on exploitative innovation items [scale 1:7] 
 
Item N Mean Score TMT 
8. Implement adaptations to existing products and services 7 5.9 Moderately positive 
9. Introduce improved but existing products and services 7 5.3 Slightly positive 
10. Improve our provision’s efficiency 7 5.4 Slightly positive 
11. We increase economies of scales in existing markets 7 3.6 Neither positive nor 
12. Our organization expands services for existing clients 7 5.6 Moderately positive 
13. Lowering costs of internal processes is an important objective 7 4.3 Neither positive nor 
Average 7 5.0 Positive. 
 
Display 18 discloses that on average the library TMT was most positive on ‘Implement adaptations to existing 
products and services’ and least on ‘We increase economies of scales in existing markets’. Next, Display 19 covers 
the means of exploratory and exploitative innovation, and organizational ambidexterity. Organizational 
ambidexterity was measured by multiplying exploratory and exploitative innovation in line with Mihalache et al. 
(2014, p. 135). The mean of the libary’s organizational ambidexterity is compared to Mihalache’s. 
 
Display 19 Means of the library TMT ambidexterity scores [scale 1:7, 1:49, respectively] 
 
 TMT shared 
leadership 
library score 
Exploratory 
innovation 
Libary score 
Exploitative 
innovation 
Library score 
Organizational 
ambidexterity 
library score 
Organizational 
ambidexterity score 
Mihalache et al. (2014) 
Mean 5.1 5.6 5.0 28.2 24.3 
 
Display 19 shows that exploratory innovation was rated more positively by the library TMT than exploitative 
innovation, however the difference was not significant (A5.6.2 T--­test means library against benchmark). The 
library TMT scored their organizational ambidexterity higher than the firm directors in Mihalache et al., indicating 
that the library was perceived by the library TMT ambidextrous as Mihalache’s firms were considered to be 
ambidextrous. 
 
4.1.2 RELIABILITY ANALYSIS 
 
Display 20 covers the Cronbach’s Alpha scores of the three relevant concepts being part of the questionnaire (45 
items): exploratory and exploitative innovation and TMT shared leadership. 
 
Display 20 Reliability statistics of library and bench mark compared 
 
 
Independent variables 
N of items 
of variable 
Cronbach’s Alpha 
library 
Cronbach’s Alpha 
library improved 
Cronbach’s Alpha 
Mihalache et al. (2014) 
Exploratory innovation 6 .06 .36 .85 
Exploitative innovation 6 .48 .53 .82 
TMT Shared leadership 8 .65 .74 .87 
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Based on the criteria of George and Mallery (2003) only TMT shared leadership items of the library case study can 
be regarded as acceptable on its reliability after deleting item number 14 ‘Jointly determine implementation new 
business’ (.74). The Exploitative innovation items had a poor internal consistency (.53) and exploratory innovation 
items scored very troublesome (see Display A25). An inter--­correlation analysis amongst items showed that the 
correlation between the items was very low. Deleting item number 4 (‘Experiment new products and services in 
new markets’) raised the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of the remaining five items for exploratory innovation up to 
.36; thus, still ’unacceptable’. The Cronbach’s Alpha scores of the library cases study were lower than the ones of 
Mihalache et al. (2014). 
 
Display 21 covers the overall Cronbach’s Alpha of all of the 45 items of the questionnaire. 
 
Display 21 Comparison Cronbach’s Alpha library with Mihalache et al. 2014 
 
Items 
Cronbach's 
Alpha library 
Cronbach’s Alpha if 
item would be deleted 
Cronbach's Alpha 
Mihalache et al. 2014 
45 items .67  .80 
24. Employees can affect the 
scheduling of major activities 
 
-­­ 
 
.71 
 
-­­ 
35. Separate units to enhance 
innovation and flexibility 
 
-­­ 
 
.71 
 
-­­ 
 
The Cronbach’s Alpha of the 45 items (0.67) was ‘questionable’ and lower than Mihalache’s (.80). The library’s 
Cronbach’s Alpha would be ‘acceptable’ (.71) if two items would be deleted (see Display A41), being items 
‘Employees can affect the scheduling of major activities’ and ‘Separate units to enhance innovation and 
flexibility’. 
 
4.1.3 CORRELATION ANALYSIS 
 
Display 22 presents the significant correlations marked green. ‘s’ represents significance not specified by 
Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 138). A5.4 Corellations analysis, Display A46 and Display A47 cover the full findings for 
the correlation analysis. 
 
Display 22 Significant correlations among concepts 
 
 
Concepts 
Comparison library case with 
Mihalache et al. (2014) 
Organizational 
ambidexterity 
Exploratory 
innovation 
Exploitative 
innovation 
TMT shared 
leadership 
 
Organizational 
ambidexterity 
 
Library case 
Pearson corr. 1 .76 .85 .77 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) -­­ .04 .02 .04 
Mihalache 
et al. (2014) 
Pearson corr. 1 -­­ -­­ .20 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) -­­ -­­ -­­ s 
 
Exploratory 
innovation 
 
Library case 
Pearson corr. .76 1 .30 .28 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) .04 -­­ .52 .54 
Mihalache 
et al. (2014) 
Pearson corr. -­­ 1 -­­ -­­ 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) -­­ -­­ -­­ -­­ 
 
Exploitative 
innovation 
 
Library case 
Pearson corr. .85 .30 1 .93 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) .02 .52 -­­ .00 
Mihalache 
et al. (2014) 
Pearson corr. -­­ -­­ 1 -­­ 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) -­­ -­­ -­­ -­­ 
 
TMT shared 
leadership 
 
Library case 
Pearson corr. .77 .29 .93 1 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) .04 .53 .00 -­­ 
Mihalache 
et al. (2014) 
Pearson corr. .20 -­­ -­­ 1 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) s -­­ -­­ -­­ 
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Display 22 shows that the concepts organizational ambidexterity and exploitative innovation correlate 
significantly positive (marked green) to TMT shared leadership (.77 and .93, respectively), supporting the claim by 
Mihalache et al. (2014) that TMT shared leadership positively affects organizational ambidexterity (positive .20  
and significant). Furthermore, this display indicates that exploratory and exploitative innovation are independent 
concepts, as they do not correlate significantly. Organizational ambidexterity relates significantly positive to 
exploratory innovation (.76) and exploitative innovation (.85), confirming that these concepts are strongly 
correlated. However, exploratory innovation does not correlate significantly with TMT shared leadership opposite 
to Mihalache’s claim. 
 
4.1.4 HIERARCHICAL REGRESSION ANALYSIS 
 
Display 23 describes the relevant regression findings. For the full findings see A5.5.1 Hierarchical regression 
model (1--­11), Display A58 and Display A65. In the first column the influence of dependent variables on 
independent ones is shown. In the second column measurements and in the fourth column the significance of 
that coefficient of the library is presented. In the last column the positive coefficient and significance of the 
benchmark is presented. 
 
Display 23 Significant hierarchical regression library findings compared to Mihalache et al. (2014) 
 
 
Influence of dependent on 
independent variable 
Standardized 
coefficient 
(significance) 
 
Library 
case 
 
Mihalache 
et al. (2014) 
 
TMT shared leadership on 
organizational ambidexterity 
Constant .12 Unknown 
Coefficient .76 .17 
Significant level .05 .05 
 
Display 23 reveals that the TMT shared leadership significantly effects organizational ambidexterity (marked 
green) in the library case in line with Mihalache et al.; however, the effect is much stronger in the library case (.76 
versus .17). 
 
In Display 24 the model summary of the hierarchical regression findings are presented. 
 
Display 24 Model summary hierarchical regression findings 
 
 
Model summary 
Library 
case 
Mihalache et 
al. (2014) 
Library 
case 
Mihalache et 
al. (2014) 
TMT shared leadership on 
organizational ambidexterity 
Standardized coefficient R2 
.76 0.17 .94 .19 
 
Display 24 shows that the R--­square of the positive coefficient (.76) of TMT shared leadership on organizational 
ambidexterity, is 94% of the response variable variation explained by the linear model. This indicates that the 
model explains all the variability of the response data around its mean. This R--­square explanation is much higher 
in the library case (.94 to .19). Thus, the regression formula is: organizational ambidexterity=.76 + .12*TMT 
shared leadership. It explains 94% of the variance. 
 
4.1.5 MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS 
 
Display 25 presents the positive and significant (marked green) findings of the multiple regression analysis for 
organizational ambidexterity. The different steps of the multiple regressions of coefficients of the eight concepts 
are presented in A5.5.2 Multiple regression analysis. 
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Display 25 Findings multiple regression analysis TMT shared leadership on organizational ambidexterity 
 
Effect of TMT shared 
leadership 
Standardized coefficient 
(significance) 
Library 
case 
 
TMT shared leadership on 
organizational ambidexterity 
Constant .26 
coefficient .77 
Significance .04 
R2 .60 
 
TMT shared leadership on 
exploratory innovation 
Constant .04 
Coefficient .86 
Significance .00 
R2 .08 
 
TMT shared leadership on 
exploitative innovation 
Constant .00 
Coefficient .93 
Significance .00 
R2 .86 
 
Display 25 shows that TMT shared leadership is positively significantly affecting organizational ambidexterity 
(.77). TMT shared leadership is also positively significantly affecting exploratory innovation (.86) and exploitative 
innovation (.93) in line with Mihalache’s claim. 
 
Thus, the regression formula for the first regression model is organizational ambidexterity=.77+.26*TMT shared 
leadership and it explains 60% of the variance. The regression formula for the second regression model is 
exploratory innovation=.86+.04*TMT shared leadership, explains 8% of the variance. The constant of the third 
regression model is .0005, so the regression formula for the third regression model is exploitative 
innovation=.93+.00*TMT shared leadership. It explains 86% of the variance. 
 
Display 26 presents the model summary of the multiple regression findings. 
 
Display 26 Model summary multiple regression findings 
 
 Model 
summary R 
R square Adjusted R 
square 
Std. error of 
the estimate 
TMT shared leadership on 
organizational ambidexterity 
 
.77 
 
.60 
 
.52 
 
3.05 
TMT shared leadership on 
exploratory innovation 
 
.98 
 
.96 
 
.93 
 
.13 
TMT shared leadership on 
exploitative innovation 
 
.93 
 
.86 
 
.84 
 
.21 
 
Display 26 shows that TMT shared leadership on organizational ambidexterity (.77) 60% of the variation is 
explained by the linear model. For TMT shared leadership on exploratory innovation (.86) this is 96% and for TMT 
shared leadership on exploitative innovation (.93) this is 86%. 
 
4.1.6 OVERVIEW 
 
In Display 27 an overview is presented of the findings of subsection 4.1. 
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Display 27 Overview relevant questionnaire findings on organizational ambidexterity within library 
 
 
Analysis 
 
Dependents 
TMT shared 
leadership 
Exploratory 
innovation 
Exploitative 
innovation 
44 
items 
General findings 
Descriptives (means) 5.3 5.6 5.0 -­­ 
Reliability analysis .74 .36 .53 .71 
Significant findings 
 
Correlation analysis 
Organizational ambidexterity .77 .76 .85 -­­ 
Exploitative innovation .93 -­­ -­­  
Hierarchical 
regression analysis 
 
Organizational ambidexterity 
 
.76 
 
-­­ 
 
-­­ 
 
-­­ 
 
Multiple regression 
analysis 
Organizational ambidexterity .77 -­­ -­­ -­­ 
Exploratory innovation .86 -­­ -­­ -­­ 
Exploitative innovation .93 -­­ -­­ -­­ 
 
Display 27 shows that TMT shared leadership is positively and significantly affecting organizational   
ambidexterity. This is supported by the findings of the hierarchical regression analysis (.76, p. .05), the multiple 
regression analysis (.77, p. .04) and also on the separate constructs exploratory and exploitative innovation (.88, p. 
.00 and .93, p. .00). The findings of the correlation analysis support these regression analyses except for the TMT 
shared leadership, which does not correlate with exploratory innovation. The mean scores supports the   
regression findings as the mean scores of the TMT indicate a positive view on TMT shared leadership (5.3), 
exploratory innovation (5.6) and exploitative innovation (5.0). They show the ambidexterity level, which is   
positive so the library case is ambidextrous. The reliability of 44 items (after deleting one to increase the  
reliability) is acceptable (0.71) and also the Alpha Cronbach’s score of TMT shared leadership shows an acceptable 
value (.74) except for the innovation constructs (exploratory innovation .36 and exploitative innovation .53). 
 
 
4.2 SEMI--­STRUCTURED IN--­DEPTH PERSONAL INTERVIEW 
 
In this subsection the findings of the semi--­structured in--­depth personal interview are presented. In 4.2.1 Open 
encodings, 4.2.2 Axial encodings and 4.2.3 Interview. 
 
4.2.1 OPEN ENCODINGS 
 
Display 28 presents the open encodings based on (Display A115, Appendix). The English open encodings have 
been disclosed by first translating them from Dutch and then summarizing the answers into English nouns. 
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Display 28 Open encodings and axial encodings on leadership style and team learning 
 
Open encodings Axial encodings Scores 
Nr Leadership behavior Team learning  
Structure of the team 
1 Structural team  1  1 2 
2 Functional employment  1  1 2 
3 Functional acceptance     -­­ 
4 Boosting and stimulating leader 1    1 
5 Decisional agreement, consensus   1  1 
6 Informal performance measured   1  1 
Objectives of the team 
7 Goals set  1   1 
8 Strategic, knowledge gained through experience 1 1   2 
9 Evaluation team and individual performance   1  1 
10 Results and performance   1 1 2 
11 Knowledge sharing 1  1  2 
12 HR performance system  1   1 
13 Awareness of innovational developments    1 1 
Team learning 
14 Evaluate progress and performance   1 1 2 
15 Improve work processes   1  1 
16 Improvement by active information search   1  1 
17 Import new information   1  1 
Leader motivations 
18 Learning, performance, challenges, rewards  1   1 
19 Personal performance measurement    1 1 
20 Challenge, performance, rewards  1   1 
21 New challenges, performance, growth 1    1 
22 Driven to perform in good work environment   1  1 
Leadership styles and effects 
23 Direct leader target aimed, decision maker, laisser faire 1 1   2 
24 Open leadership style, empowering, informal, etc. 1 1   2 
25 Authentic leadership 1 1   2 
26 Let changes not influence course  1   1 
27 Lead the changes of actions 1    1 
28 Open reaction  1   1 
29 Make decision  1   1 
Motivation of the team 
30 Motivate, challenge, reward 1    1 
 Scores 9 13 10 6 38 
 
Display 28 shows the open encodings in relation to the scores found in the concepts transformational leadership 
(9 scores), transactional leadership (13), feed forward learning (10) and feedback learning (6). 
 
4.2.2 AXIAL ENCODINGS 
 
In display 29 the final scores of the axial encodings analysis are presented. 
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Display 29 Axial encodings on leadership style and team learning 
 
Axial encodings Scores 
Axial encodings Leadership behavior Team learning  
 Transformational 
leadership 
(Exploratory 
innovation) 
Transactional 
leadership 
(Exploitative 
innovation) 
Feed forward 
learning 
(Exploratory 
innovation) 
Feedback 
learning 
(Exploitative 
innovation) 
 
Score 9 13 10 6 38 
Transformational leadership & 
feed forward learning 
 
9  
 
10  
 
19 
Transactional leadership & 
feedback learning 
 
 
13  
 
6 
 
19 
 
In Display 29 the final scores of the axial encodings analysis is presented. It shows that 19 (9 and 10) of the 38 
findings have been valued transformational/ feed forward learning and 19 (13 and 6) have been valued 
transactional/ feedback learning; so, exploratory and exploitative innovation are equally represented. This 
indicates that TMT shared leadership positively affects the library ambidexterity, based on a semi--­structured in-­­ 
depth interview. 
 
4.2.3 INTERVIEW 
 
The open and Axial encodings have been conducted based on the answers given by the director of the library (full 
findings Display A113 Appendix). For a more thorough understanding of these findings, Display 30 includes for 
each of the interview’s subgroup questions an example of a question and an answer. 
 
Display 30 Key examples of questions and answers in library director interview 
 
Subgroup Nr Questions Answers by library director 
Structure of the 
team   
Objectives of the 
team 
5 How are decisions made within 
the team? 
8 How are the team objectives 
developed? 
Decisions are negotiable, but generally are made 
through consensus within the team.                             
The team objectives are developed through strategic 
plans, but also, through progressive insights found in 
the operations. 
Team learning 16 Does the team seek for new 
information, leading to changes 
implemented? 
Yes, we actively seek for new information, which leads 
to changes that are later on implemented. For instance 
we invite external third parties and increase our 
knowledge in that way. 
Leader 
motivations 
 
Leadership styles 
and effects 
Motivation of the 
team 
22 What drives the team members 
personally? 
 
25 Is there a special reason you have 
chosen fort his style? 
30 How do you motivate the other 
team members and employees? 
What drives them is an enjoyable work environment, 
and on a personal level it is related to their careers and 
jobs, with different personal aims and results.            
No, because it suites me, it is the style where I can be 
myself.                                                                                                  
I motivate them by challenging them and to reward 
them for their achievements, and for their efforts 
 
Display 30 shows that the answers by the library director are in line with Mihalache’s claim (2014) of TMT shared 
leadership affecting organizational ambidexterity, as it covers the concepts learning and leadership behavior at a 
team level. 
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Constellation  figures Codes 
Structured  differentiation SD 
Connectedness CO 
Exploratory  innovation ERI 
TMT decision making 
comprehensiveness 
TD 
Exploitative  innovation ETI 
Centralization CE 
TMT cooperative conflict 
management 
TC 
Organizational  ambidexterity OA 
TMT shared Leadership SL 
 
4.3 SYSTEMS  CONSTELLATION 
 
 
 
This subsection presents the figure projections (4.3.1), the operational concepts connection (4.3.2) and centrality 
(4.3.3) that have been applied to the start and end of the systems constellation and an overview (4.3.4). The full 
findings can be found in Appendix A7 Systems Constellation Analysis. The start of the systems constellation 
represents the current perspective of the intrapersonal library TMT member on Mihalache’s conceptual model in 
the library context (as--‐is--‐situation), while the end of the systems constellations indicates the changes that are 
needed to make a success of organizational ambidexterity based on the implicit knowledge of the intrapersonal 
TMT member (can--‐be--‐situation) (Jurg, 2008, p. 3). 
 
4.3.1 FIGURE PROJECTIONS 
 
In Figure 7 the systems constellation figures with corresponding shortening codes are presented. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7 Constellation figures of the systems constellation with legends 
 
Figure 7 shows the constellation figures and the symbols (small red stickers with code put on the top of the 
figures) used during the systems constellation process. The elements chosen by the intrapersonal library TMT 
member in Figure 7 from left to right are the concepts of Mihalache’s conceptual model presented in subsection 
2.3.1. The intrapersonal TMT member projections show that she considers exploratory innovation and 
exploratory innovation more important than the other concepts in Mihalache’s conceptual model. These two 
round figures (in systems constellation language representing the female values of connection rather than the 
male values of proactivity) representing TMT shared leadership and organizational ambidexterity are much 
smoother than the others, indicating that she thinks of these concepts as more important than the others. 
 
4.3.2 CONNECTION ANALYSIS 
 
Figure 8 shows the connections between the figures at the start and the end of the systems constellation by the 
intrapersonal library TMT member. The arrows are starting from the base of the figure, leveled with the focus 
point at the top of the figure. 
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Figure 8 Connection constellation figures at the start of the systems constellation 
 
Figure 8a shows that at the start the intrapersonal library TMT member considers exploitative innovation and 
TMT shared leadership to be focused on organizational ambidexterity, indicating that these two have a great 
impact on organizational ambidexterity within the library context according to the intrapersonal TMT member. 
Exploratory innovation is focused on TMT decision making, disclosing that at the start she thinks that decision 
making within the team is necessary to enhance exploratory innovation. 
 
Figure 8b shows that during the systems constellation the intrapersonal TMT member became aware that the 
power of the innovation system is in exploratory innovation and exploratory innovation (green arrows) as energy 
creating opposite poles. Similarly on a smaller level organizational ambidexterity and TMT shared leadership 
should function as polarities, drawing the attention of the other concepts. TMT shared leadership needs to be in 
the focus point of the constellation, indicating that TMT shared leadership should play a major role in the 
conceptual model to make a success of organizational ambidexterity in the library context in the perception of 
the intrapersonal TMT member. 
 
Display 31 presents an objective overview of actual connections found (see for full findings Display A119 and 
Display A120) for each figure at the start and the end of the systems constellation. 
 
Display 31 Connections start and end of systems constellation 
 
Constellation figures Actual 
connections 
Number of 
constellation 
pieces 
Actual 
connections 
multiplied by 2 
Connection 
scores 
Start of systems constellation 
Exploratory innovation 1 9 2 0.22 
Exploitative innovation 1 9 2 0.22 
Organizational ambidexterity 2 9 4 0.44 
TMT shared leadership 1 9 2 0.22 
End of systems constellation 
Exploratory innovation 3 9 6 0.66 
Exploitative innovation 3 9 6 0.66 
Organizational ambidexterity 7 9 14 1.54 
TMT shared leadership 6 9 12 1.32 
 
Display 31 shows that at the start of the systems constellation organizational ambidexterity has the highest 
degree of connection to the other figures (0.44), followed by exploratory innovation (0.22), exploitative 
innovation (0.22) and TMT shared leadership (0.22) at the beginning of the systems constellation. 
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At the end of the systems constellation organizational ambidexterity still has the highest connection (1.54), 
followed by TMT shared leadership (1.32), exploratory innovation (0.66) and exploratory innovation (0.66). This 
shows that Organizational ambidexterity and TMT shared leadership are the key figures in the investigator’s 
mental model of the concepts in the conceptual model of Mihalache et al. The other important figures in her 
conceptual model are Exploratory innovation and Exploitative innovation. During the systems constellation, she 
has become more aware of the importance of connecting these four concepts to the other ones to make a success 
of organizational ambidexterity in the library context. 
 
4.3.3 CENTRALITY ANALYSIS 
 
Figure 9 covers the photograph with the centrality analysis at the start and at the end of the systems 
constellation by the intrapersonal library TMT member. 
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Figure 9 Distances between figures at start and end of systems constellation 
 
Figure 9a shows the distances (red lines) between the figures at the start of the systems constellation. The lines 
together are kite--­shaped, with TMT shared leadership and organizational ambidexterity in the middle, being 
close to structured differentiation and connectedness. Figure 10b reveals a star--­shape centering organizational 
ambidexterity and TMT shared leadership, indicating these two concepts are key to make a success of 
organizational ambidexterity according to the intrapersonal TMT member from a centrality perspective. 
 
Display 32 presents the findings. The full findings can be found in Display A123 and Display A124. 
 
Display 32 Centrality at start and end of systems constellation 
 
Constellation figures Exploratory 
innovation 
Exploitative 
innovation 
Organizational 
ambidexterity 
TMT shared 
leadership 
Centrality 
score 
Start of systems constellation 
Exploratory innovation -­­ 5 2 2.5 3.28 
Exploitative innovation 5 -­­ 4 2.5 3.17 
Organizational ambidexterity 2 4 -­­ 1 2.17 
TMT shared leadership 2.5 2.5 1 -­­ 1.94 
 2.89 
End of systems constellation 
Exploratory innovation -­­ 5 2 2.5 3.39 
Exploitative innovation 5 -­­ 3 2 2.78 
Organizational ambidexterity 2 3 -­­ 1 2.00 
TMT Shared leadership 2.5 2 1 -­­ 1.67 
 2.28 
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Display 32 shows that the objective findings are in line with the intrapersonal interpretations based on Figure 9. 
Exploratory innovation is key in the success of organizational ambidexterity in the library context in the 
perception of the intrapersonal library TMT member, followed by exploitative innovation. 
 
4.3.4 OVERVIEW 
 
Display 33 overviews the connection and centrality findings at the start and at the end of the systems 
constellation. 
 
Display 33 Positive findings constellation objects projection phase and vision phase 
 
Constellation figures Connection Centrality Connection Centrality 
 Start of systems constellation End of systems constellation 
Exploratory innovation 0.22 3.28 0.66 3.39 
Exploitative innovation 0.22 3.17 0.66 2.78 
Organizational ambidexterity 0.44 2.17 1.54 2.00 
TMT shared leadership 0.22 1.72 1.32 1.67 
 
 
 
4.4 CONCLUSIONS 
 
Display 34 covers the conclusions based on the findings of this chapter. 
 
Display 34 Findings methods employed related to sub questions 
 
Nr. Questions Methods Analysis Findings 
1. Is the public library Assen ambidextrous? Questionnaire Means Supported 
2. Does TMT shared leadership positively 
affect library Assen’s ambidexterity, based 
on the ambidexterity questionnaire? 
Questionnaire Hierarchical regression 
analysis and multiple 
regression analysis 
 
Supported 
3. Does TMT shared leadership positively 
affect its ambidexterity, based on a semi-‐‐ 
structured in-‐‐depth interview? 
Semi-­­ 
structured 
interview 
Open encoding, axial 
encoding and selective 
encoding 
 
Supported 
4. Does TMT shared leadership positively 
affect its ambidexterity, based on a systems 
constellation? 
Systems 
constellation 
Connection, centrality 
and clusters 
 
Supported 
5. How do these findings compare to 
Mihalache et al. (2014)? 
Questionnaire Reliability analysis, 
hierarchical regression 
analysis 
 
Supported. 
 
Display 34 shows that the sub questions of this investigation have been supported. 
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5. EVALUATION 
 
 
 
This chapter covers the subsections 5.1 Discussion and 5.2 Recommendations. 
 
 
5.1 DISCUSSION 
 
 
This paragraph covers the subsections 5.1.1 Discussion on reliability, 5.1.2 Discussion on construct validity, 5.1.3 
Discussion on theory and 5.1.4 Discussion on external validity. 
 
5.1.1 DISCUSSION ON RELIABILITY 
 
This section describes the reliability strengths and issues of the questionnaire, the semi--­structured interview and 
systems constellation employed. First, the strengths and issues around reliability of the conducted questionnaire 
of this investigation are covered, followed by the reliability of the semi--­structured interview and systems 
constellation. Reliability is among others the reliability of the data collection procedures used in a case study (Yin, 
2014, p. 240). The data collection procedures deal with the data collection and the data analysis (Jurg, 2010, p. 
109). 
 
Questionnaire 
 
The methodology for measuring the means, Crombach’s Alpha, correlation analysis, hierarchical regression 
analysis and multiple regression analysis can easily be replicated, as all the steps and findings are written down in 
the appendix and the output of the conducted analysis in SPSS has been exported to the SD--­card. The data 
collection procedure covered online collection provided by Survio.com with an invitation by email. The free tool 
has been used for data analysis purposes, however, the free tool did not support the export option so the data 
were copied and pasted onto a map in Excel. So, this could have impact on the reliability. However, the Excel-­­  
map with output transported to SPSS was checked conclusively and is put onto the supplemental SD--­card so for 
comparison with the SPSS data, is also put on the SD card. 
 
There was an issue during the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability analysis with the construct exploratory innovation. In 
SPPS with the output of the reliability analysis of the six items of exploratory innovation there was a notification; 
‘the value was negative due to a negative average covariance among items, which violates reliability model 
assumptions. You may want to check item codings’. An inter--­correlation analysis amongst items (showed that the 
correlation between the items was very low. After checking the items codings no solution was found, although 
every item was deleted one by one; and when number four was deleted, the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability of the 
remaining five items for exploratory innovation was 0.36. So, still very low. 
 
Semi--‐structured  interview 
 
In Appendix A6 semi--­structured in--­depth personal interview analysis the interview findings can be found.     
The semi--­structured interview has not been downloaded to the SD card, as this is confidential information, as 
agreed between the director of the library and the investigator. This is not in accordance with scientifical 
research, but from a practical point of view it was inevitable in this case study. 
 
Systems  constellation 
 
The measurements of the systems constellation concepts connection and centrality have been accurate, as the 
checkered pattern of the chessboard has been used. For each of the concepts the white and black squares have 
been counted. 
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Regarding the yellow arrows added to the photograph of the start and the end of the constellation, a remark has 
to be made. Each arrow starts from the center of each constellation figure in the direction of the figure’s view 
ending with the next figure, which is supposed to disclose a connection; or no connection, when a direct link was 
not made. Although the lines were drawn with as much accuracy as possible, these hand measurements have 
deficiencies. So, other researchers might have drawn slightly other lines and thus the findings of this investigation 
may not be fully replicated if conducted by another researcher. 
 
5.1.2 DISCUSSION ON CONSTRUCT VALIDITY 
 
In this paragraph the construct validity of this exploratory study are discussed. Construct validity identifies  
whether the correct operational measures for the concepts are being studied (Yin, 2014, p. 46). This discussion 
focuses on how the constructs of exploratory innovation exploitative innovation, organizational ambidexterity en 
TMT shared leadership are operationalized and measured. This section covers the discussion on construct validity 
of the operational measures for the concepts of the questionnaire, the semi--­structured interview and the systems 
constellation. These are subsequently discussed. 
 
A questionnaire is usually set out amongst a great number of respondents. In this case N = 7; thus, the perceptions 
of the TMT of the library case were investigated on the constructs which gave rather questionable findings. The 
limited sample size influences the findings negatively. However, the findings of this investigation were based on 
the whole TMT instead of only the director (as in Mihalache et al.) representing the findings on shared leadership 
and innovation on a (TMT) team level. 
 
In this investigation the data collection was ad hoc, whereas Mihalache et al. (2014) measured over a period of  
two years time to reduce the potential issues of single informant bias and common method bias, and to alleviate 
concerns of reverse causality (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 135). Mihalache et al. (2014) used existing constructs apart 
from the TMT shared leadership, and therefore they were more careful during the data collection. This was not 
applicable to the library case study, so it seems fine that it was measured ad hoc in this investigation. 
 
Semi--‐structured in--‐depth interview 
 
The concepts of Bucic (2010), based on existing constructs of team learning and ambidextrous leadership have 
been reframed and measurements have been constructed to measure TMT shared leadership and organizational 
ambidexterity by means of a semi--­structured in--­depth interview with the TMT director of the pilot case 
organization. When exploring the operational concepts team learning (feed forward learning and feedback 
learning) and leadership behavior (transformational leadership and transactional leadership) the connection was 
made for development of the operationalizations that covered TMT shared leadership and organizational 
ambidexterity. So, the constructs of team learning and leadership behavior on a team level measured the same 
constructs TMT shared leadership and organizational. 
 
In this investigation only the director of the library has been interviewed on the concepts team learning and 
leadership behavior while the findings of the semi--­structured interview by Bucic et al. (2010) are based on more 
interviews of several levels of management. The constructs cover different level of management, so for 
measuring the TMT shared leadership effect it would perhaps have been better to include at least one 
management team member and one team leader. 
 
Systems  constellation 
 
The concepts of organizational ambidexterity and TMT shared leadership were measured whilst conducting the 
operational concepts relating to structure, applied in social network analysis of the systems constellation (Şandru, 
2010, p. 71), based on Van Petegem (2015). Application of the operational concepts connection and centrality is a 
logical step to systems constellations employing figures, is a new method of analyzing. Improvements can be 
made for future research as the chess checkered pattern, which were used for measuring connection and  
centrality implied small differences. This occurred, for instance, when comparing distances measuring the   
concept connection. Apart from some simple statistical analysis, this downside was found when attempting 
further analysis findings significance in for instance t--­tests. Perhaps measurements in centimeters would have 
accommodated better and would then have given more valid findings. 
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Display 35 presents an overview of the sources of the concepts in the questionnaire by Mihalache et al. (2014), 
also employed in this investigation. 
 
Display 35 Overview concepts employed in the study of Mihalache et al. (2014) and their sources 
 
Concepts Authors (years) 
Exploratory innovation Jansen et al. (2006) 
Exploitative innovation Jansen et al. (2006) 
Shared leadership Mihalache et al. (2014) 
Centralization Breaugh (1985) 
Connectedness Jaworski & Kohli (1993) 
Structural differentiation Jansen & Tempelaar M.P. (2009a) 
TMT cooperative conflict management style Alper et al.(2000) 
TMT decision making comprehensiveness Atuahene-­­Gima & Li (2004), Miller et al. (1998). 
 
Of the eight constructs three have been constructed by Jansen et al. (2006), so he is the prominent author. 
Finally, the multipersonal, interpersonal and intrapersonal perspectives employed in this investigation increases 
the validity based on Bradbury & Lichtenstein (2000, pp. 551--­562) as it gives a more holistic representation of the 
findings. The multipersonal perspective was covered by the questionnaire, the interpersonal perspective by 
employing the semi--­structured in--­depth interview and the intrapersonal perspective by the conductance of 
systems constellation. Some measurements should be considered with care. The findings of the comparison of 
the means, for instance, show that level of ambidexterity is based on the answers of the TMT members about 
their exploratory and exploitative innovation. This is, however, a perception rather than a fact. Overall, the 
inclusion of the multiple research methodologies (questionnaire, semi--­structured interview and systems 
constellation) contributes to the validity of the findings (Bouckenooghe, 2010, p. 517). 
 
5.1.3 DISCUSSION ON THEORETICAL VALIDITY 
 
 
Theoretical validity includes the comparison of theories that are assumed in the model with those available in the 
scientific literature (Flood & Jackson, 1991: 67). The main claim of Mihalache et al. (2014) has been supported 
(Display 34) in this pilot case study: TMT shared leadership enhances organizational ambidexterity significantly 
and positively. A literature review conducted in chapter 2 Literature, revealed that Mihalache et al. (2014) so far 
has been the only author to test TMT shared leadership within the paradox of organizational ambidexterity’s 
processes exploratory and exploitative innovation. The method of ambidextrous leadership in relation to team 
learning and leadership behavior in a team setting as constructed by Bucic (2010) supports the main claim. 
 
5.1.4 DISCUSSION ON EXTERNAL VALIDITY 
External validity is establishing the domain to which a study's findings can be generalized (Yin, 2003, p. 34) 
The findings indicate that engaging the top management team of a library in shared leadership enhances 
organizational ambidexterity. This finding could be transferred to the entire library sector and more specifically to 
the fourteen libraries involved in de BredeBieb. However, Bibliotheek Assen is leading in the steering group of the 
Bredebieb (The Alignment House, 2015) and regularly sets out projects meant as pilots, such as E--­book & reader 
and 21st Century skills, which are later on taken on by other libraries. During the last three years the institution   
has released a successful educational project called ‘Asser Bibliotheek Op School’ in which 23 primary schools  
were served with reading and media programs. Thus, it might have more innovative competencies than the other 
libraries. Investigating the fourteen libraries could give findings of the assessments, which could lead to 
development of interventions in change management steering to innovation. Also the investigation might be 
extended to universities, primary schools, theaters or museums in the public sector, which could use this 
investigation to measure and improve their level of ambidexterity, and the effect of their own shared leadership 
starting with the TMT. 
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5.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
This subsection covers 5.2.1 Theoretical recommendations and 5.2.2 Practical recommendations. 
 
5.2.1 THEORETICAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
First, the theoretical recommendations for future studies on Mihalache’s questionnaire are presented, followed 
by the theoretical recommendations on the semi--­structured interview and the systems constellations. 
 
Mihalache’s   questionnaire 
 
Future investigations employing Mihalache’s questionnaire could, for instance, be directed at the fourteen 
libraries within the Bredebieb community. However the investigation could be enhanced. 
 
First of all team composition should be assessed. This investigation disclosed that different management levels 
matter as their perception varies (see A5.6 T--­tests and comparison). Apart from organizational ambidexterity and 
structured differentiation the mean scores of the members of the management team (MT) team leaders (TL) and 
director on the concepts, TMT shared leadership, centralization, connectedness, TMT cooperative conflict 
management and TMT decision making comprehensiveness findings indicated this. Especially interesting for 
further research are the higher library ratings of the team leaders of TMT shared leadership than the   
management team members and director. Also on centralization their ratings are higher. On connectedness and 
TMT cooperative conflict management the library findings were opposite: the ratings of the team leaders and the 
director were lower than the management team. This recommendation is in line with Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 
143). 
 
Secondly research could also be enhanced by measuring more constructs in Mihalache’s conceptual model. Apart 
from the TMT shared leadership and organizational ambidexterity (exploratory and exploitative innovation), 
future research should also include TMT processes (such as TMT decision making comprehensiveness) and 
structural elements (such as structured differentiation, centralization and connectedness). These might explain 
how a TMT can work together to enhance innovation. 
 
Display 36 illustrates this idea by presenting the significant findings on the correlation analyses in the library case 
study. 
 
Display 36 Significant findings between Mihalache’s (2014) concepts based on a correlation analysis 
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Organizational 
ambidexterity 
Pearson correlation 1 0.76 0.85 0.72 0.77 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) -­­ 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.04 
Exploratory 
innovation 
Pearson correlation 0.76 1 0.30 0.23 0.28 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) 0.04 -­­ 0.52 0.63 0.54 
Exploitative 
innovation 
Pearson correlation 0.85 0.30 1 0.88 0.93 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) 0.02 0.52 -­­ 0.00 0.00 
TMT  decision  making 
comprehensiveness 
Pearson correlation 0.72 0.28 0.88 1 0.90 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) 0.07 0.63 0.00 -­­ 0.01 
 
TMT shared leadership 
Pearson correlation 0.77 0.29 0.93 0.90 1 
Sig. (1-­­tailed) 0.04 0.53 0.00 0.01 -­­ 
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Figure 10 shows that from the multiple regression analysis TMT shared leadership positively and significantly 
(marked green) affects organizational ambidexterity, exploratory and exploitative innovation. Furthermore, it 
discloses that centralization has a significant positive impact on exploratory innovation and TMT cooperative 
conflict management style on exploratory innovation. 
 
 
 
TMT shared leadership 
β .77 Organizational 
ambidexterity: 
 
β .93 
on 
β .86 . 
 
Exploratory 
innovation 
 
Centralization 
 
β 1.41 
 
 
 
 
 
TMT cooperative 
conflict 
management  style 
 
β 1.6 
Exploitative 
innovation 
 
F --­value = < 0.05 
 
Figure 10 Multiple regression analysis findings of independent on dependent variables 
 
A regression analysis on Mihalache’s concepts showed that organizational structure and TMT processes have 
impact on TMT shared leadership and on organizational ambidexterity. 
 
Figure 11 shows these significant (p = < 0.05) findings in a conceptual model marked green. The full findings are 
presented in Display A64. 
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TMT decision making 
comprehensiveness 
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innovation) 
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Figure 11 Library findings on the conceptual model Mihalache et al. (2014, p. 130) 
 
Semi--‐structured  interview 
 
It is recommended interviewing not only directors of top management teams, but also other TMT members. 
However, the questions of this interview are constructed in such a way that one needs to be aware of theory of 
leadership and team learning constructs. For instance, the questions about the concept leadership style require 
awareness of the different styles to be able to apply them or perhaps an introduction about ambidextrous 
leadership styles should be started with before the interview. 
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Systems  constellation 
 
A systems constellation is recommended to identify possible internal biases and mental models that could affect 
organizational ambidexterity. Two of the three systems constellations‘ measurements developed by Van  
Petegem (2015) were applied in this investigation. For future research, it is recommended to employ also his third 
measurement ‘clusters’. Figure 12 illustrates the clustering notion, at the start and at the end encircled by a blue 
line. The full findings can be found in A7.3.3 Clusters. 
 
 
TC ETI ETI 
TC 
 
 
 
CE SD  
CO 
SL 
SD CO 
CE 
 
OA SL 
ERI OA ERI 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 12 Clusters at the start and end of systems constellation 
 
The clusters with constellation figures situated most closely together are shown by the encircled blue circles.       
In figure 12a TMT shared leadership (SL), organizational ambidexterity (OA), connectedness (CO) and structured 
differentiation (SD) form a cluster, while 12b visualizes how TMT shared leadership (SL), organizational 
ambidexterity (OA), centralization (CE), structural differentiation (SD) and TMT cooperative conflict 
management style (TC) form a cluster. This indicates, that the core in the ambidexterity mental model of the 
intrapersonal TMT member has switched from connectedness (CO) to centralization (CE) and TMT cooperative 
conflict management style (TC). 
 
5.2.2 PRACTICAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Practical recommendations focuses on issues being addressed to specific audiences what they should (not) do 
based on the research findings (Pasmore, 2013, p. 3). 
 
TMT Shared leadership seems a booster of organizational ambidexterity. So, organizations wanting to become 
more ambidextrous should focus on their shared leadership. Such a process runs down the vertical line 
management within the organization from the top management team members to lower levels. Indicators can be 
traced, by exploitative items such as ‘increase economies of scales in existing markets’ and ‘lowering costs of 
internal process is an important objective’. 
 
Organizations that want to become more aware of their ambidextrous ability within their organization would be 
advised to consider interviewing the director as the leader of the TMT. With a cascading effect the leader will be 
followed in the leadership behavior he or she presents. Furthermore, a systems constellation might make him or 
her more aware of their own mental model on organizational ambidexterity. 
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DEFINITIONS 
Display 37 Definitions presented in chapter 1-­­5 
Concept Definition 
Ambidextrous 
leadership 
Transformational and transactional leadership together meaning that leaders need to have the 
capacity to implement diverse courses of action simultaneously, including exploration and 
exploitation, incremental and radical, flexibility and control, and feed-­­forward and feedback 
learning to suit current and emerging conditions (Vera and Crossan, 2004, p. 227) 
Bredebieb A strategic community where Bibliotheek Assen is leading in the stearing group, finding 
innovative solutions for the transition problems it is facing, to strengthen the local position of 
public libraries (Bredebieb, 2015) 
Cascading effect Effect of a charismatic leadership style adopted by top management gradually filters to bottom-­­ 
level teams within the organization (Bucic, 2010, p. 234). 
Case study A case study is a suitable research strategy for investigating a real-­­life phenomenon in its 
context, a (Yin, 2014, p. 14) 
Centrality Closeness of a figure to the other figures in the systems constellation, based on Freeman (1979). 
The greater the centrality of figures, the chances of controlling resources are greater, based on 
Şandru (2010) 
Clusters Parts of a network having a higher density compared with the rest of the network map, having 
closer relations with each other (Şandru, 2010, p. 73) 
Connection Degree of links between people, measurable by their distance (Şandru, 2010, p. 65) 
Construct validity Whether the correct operational measures for the concepts are being studied (Yin, 2014, p. 46). 
Construct validity Whether the correct operational measures for the concepts are being studied (Yin, 2014, p. 46). 
 
Emotional 
approach 
 
Exploitative 
innovation 
Exploratory 
innovation 
 
Bodily experiences, feelings and intentions as well as spontaneous verbal outbursts based on 
these emotions rather than logical (vertical) verbalization and an encouragement to employ 
grounded arguments (Jurg, 2010, p. 9). 
Advantage-­­seeking activities of firms and refers to the extent to which organizations pursue 
incremental innovations that address the demands of existing customers and markets (? p. 135) 
Opportunity-­­seeking activities of firms; extent to which organizations depart from existing 
knowledge and develop radical innovations aimed at emerging customers or markets (Mihalache 
et al, 2014, p. 135) 
External validity Extent in which the findings can be generalized (Yin, 2014, p. 46). 
Feed forward 
learning 
Feedback 
learning 
 
 
Holistic 
perspective 
Interpersonal 
perspective 
 
 
Intrapersonal 
perspective 
Individual perceptions, reasoning, and intuition shaped through group experimentation, risk 
taking, and innovation that become shared understanding (He and Wong, 2004)                        
How institutionalized learning affects the individual. Thus, it begins with the institutionalized 
structure of the team and flows down to individual team members, who intuit and interpret the 
learning process within the team context (Bucic et al., 2010, p. 234) 
 
Focuses on the elements and relationships emerging from the whole rather than decomposing 
problems into the basic elements that form the core of the problem                                             
Engages the skills of the research subjects as well as the researcher, since the locus of inquiry is  
on the nexus of relationships between the researcher and the subject, as the interaction between 
the two. 
 
Identify the mental model of the investigator as a team member, complementing the other 
findings (Bravette, 1997) 
 
Methodology Covers the choices made about cases to study, methods of data collection and data-‐‐analysis, both in 
planning and conducting an investigation (Silverman, 2005, p. 306) 
Moderator A qualitative (e.g., sex, race, class) or quantative (e.g., level of reward) variable that affects the 
direction and/or strength of the relation between an independent variable and a dependent 
(Baron & Kenny, 1986, p. 1174) 
Multiple 
regression 
analysis 
A type of regression analysis used to explore the relationship among a number of ‘independent 
variables’ and one ‘dependent variable’ (Pallant, 2007, p. 146). 
Network map A visual image of a network (Freeman, 2000, p. 2) 
Organizational 
learning 
A fundamental strategic process that plays a central role in generating sustainable competitive 
advantage (DeGeus, 1988). 
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Pilot-­­case study A case study aimed at developing, testing, and refining research questions and procedures that 
will later be used in an extended study (Yin, 2014, p. 240) 
Practical 
recommendations 
Issues being addressed to specific audiences what they should (not) do based on the research 
findings (Pasmore, 2013, p. 3). 
Reliability The consistency of the data collection procedures used in a case study (Yin, 2014, p. 240). 
Revelatory single 
case study 
A real-­­world situation that social scientists had not been able to study in the past (Yin, 2014) 
Systems A collection of elements, and the relationships between them (Roevens, 2008, p. 31) 
Systems 
constellations 
A way to make the hidden dynamics of any system visible and deal with some disadvantages of 
self-­­reporting batteries (Herder-­­Wynne, 2013, p. 1). 
Team learning The process by which a collective of individuals who create a team act as a whole in terms of 
reflection on feedback and making changes for improvement (e.g. Edmondson, 1999; Argote et 
al., 2000) 
Theoretical 
relevance 
 
Theoretical 
validity 
Importance of a study for a particular knowledge field while practical relevance refers to the 
usefulness of the information for the expected solution of a problem (Baarda & Goede, 2006, p. 
25). 
Comparison of any theories that are assumed in the model with those available in the scientific 
literature (Flood & Jackson, 1991, p. 67). 
Thesis questions These questions are accompanied by a presentation of different types of used sources and the 
crosswalk between them to answer the main question Yin (2014, p. 18). 
TMT shared 
leadership 
Transactional 
leadership 
(exploitative 
type) 
Transformational 
leadership 
 
 
Variable Inflation 
Factor 
Degree to which TMT members jointly engage in decision making, motivating, and encouraging 
group maintenance and culture (Mihalache et al, 2014, p. 137)                                                  
Leadership style that consists of rewards and recognition, and such leaders emphasize extrinsic 
motivations to shape goal setting in an attempt to strengthen organizational culture, structure, 
and strategy (Bass and Avolio, 1993) 
 
Leadership style aims to operate beyond self-­­interest, which prompts visionary, enthusiastic 
transformational leaders to perform their roles to reflect loop and adaptive learning (Argyris and 
Scho¨n, 1978; Kolb, 1984) by combining existing with new knowledge and ideas, as well as 
experimenting and encouraging others to do the same (Bass and Avolio, 1990)                        
Widely used measure of the degree of multi-­­collinearity of the independent variable with the 
other dependent variables in a regression model (O'Brien, 2007, p. 637) 
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ENDNOTES 
 
 
 
 
 
i http://morcanbooksandfilms.com/2015/01/page/4/ 
 
ii This review method is also applied by e.g. Van Petegem (2014) and Bent (2015) 
iii 
Impact factor list of Thomson-­­Reuters (2014) employed 
